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Rexponre to Commenty

The Draft EIR for the Sycamore Landfill Master Plan project was circulated for pubic review and comment between February 20, 2008 and April 7, 2008. ‘The
following agencies, organizations, and persens provided written comments on the Draft EIR during public review. A copy of each comment letter along with
corresponding respanses is included'in a “side by side" format to facilitate review. The specific commenis and ihe correspending responses have each been
given a numeric reference.

Tlratt RN s Represent ﬁ Vi
LK i g o il
AN R el xﬁ% S
: L FederaiIState
F1 C.L. Thornton P.0. Box 452001 March 12, 2008 | United States Marine Corps RTC-1
San Diego, CA 92145-2001 Marine Corps Air Station :
F2 Therese O'Rourke/ 6010 Hidden Valley Road April 10, 2008 U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service RTC-6
Stephen M. Juarez Carlsbad, CA 92011/ Carlsbad Fish and Wildlife Office/ _
4949 Viewridge Avenue California Department of Fish and Game
San Diego, CA 92123 -South Coast Region
State
S1 Raymond M. Seamans 1001 | Street March 25, 2008 | Califernia Integrated Waste Management RTC-23
Sacramento CA 95814 ' Board
§2 Scott Morgan 1400 10% Street March 24, 2008 | State of California, Governor's Office of RTC-32
P.0.-Box 3044 Planning and Research, State :
Sacramento, CA 95812-3044 Clearinghouse and Planning Unit
S3 Dave Singleton 915 Capitol Mall, Room 364 March 10, 2008 Native American Heritage Commission RTC-36
Sacramento, CA 95814
S4 Greg Holmes 5796 Corporate Avenue Aprit 8, 2008 Department of Toxic Substances Centrol RTC-40
) Cypress, CA 90630 :
S5 Jacob Armstrong 4050 Taylor Street Aprit 4, 2008 Department of Transportation RTC-46
San Diego, CA 92110 {CalTrans), District 11
S5A ! Jacob Armstrong 4050 Taylor Street May 9, 2008 Depariment of Transportation RTC-56
‘ San Diego, CA 92110 {CalTrans), District 11 .
S6 Terry Roberts 1400 104 Street April 8, 2008 State of California, Governor's Office of RTC-60
P.C.Box 3044 Planning and Research, State
Sacramento, CA 95812-3044 - Clearinghouse and Planning Unit
0 0 0 0 0 387 Terry Roberts ) 1400 10" Street April 11, 2008 State of California, Governor's Office of RTC-73
| P.O. Box 3044 Planning and Research, State
Sacramento, CA 95812-3044 Clearinghouse and Planning Unit

Sycamore Landfill Master Plan Final EIR RTC-i September 2008.
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Response to Comments

Re:pome to (ommenb (conk'd)

JReprésenting el ag;ér Ei"s:Pa No:
L1 Travis Cleveland 401 B Street, 7% Floor Apfil 7, 2008 San Diego Association of Governments RTC-83
- San Diego, CA 92101 (SANDAG) .
L2 Robert Reider 10124 Old Grove Road April 7, 2008 San Diego County Air Pollutlon Control RTC-87
San Diego, CA 92131 District '
L3 Douglas S. Wilson 9300 Fanita Parkway April 3, 2008 Padre Dam Municipal Water District RTC-90
Santee, CA 92071 ‘
L4 Gary Halbert P.E., AICP 10601 Magnotia Avenue Aprit 4, 2008 City of Santee RTC-96
Santes, CA 92071
L5 Lisbeth A Johnson, Ed.D. 9625 Cuyamaca Street July 21, 2008 Santee School District RTC-159
Santee CA 92071-2674
Quasi-Governmental Organizations and Individuals
Q1 Richard Anthony No Address Provided March 17, 2008 | Citizens Advisory Committee Local Task RTC-163
Force Integrated Waste Management
Non-Governmental Organlzatlons and Individuals
N1 James W. Royle, Jr. P.O. Box 81106 March 10, 2008 San Diego County Archaeological RTC-164
San Diego, CA 92138 : Society, [nc. '
N2 Carrie Schneider P.O. Box 121390 Aprit 7, 2008 Califomia Native Plant Society RTC-165
San Diego, CA 92112-1390
N3 Felix M. Tinkov, Esq., 110 West ‘A’ Street, Suite 750 Aprit 6, 2008 Lounsbery, Ferguson, Altona, & Peak, RTC-167
John W. Witl, Esq., San Diego, CA 92101-3532 LLP, Attorneys at Law
Ken H. Lounsbery, Esq. : ' .
N3A | Felix M. Tinkov, Esq., 110 West ‘A’ Street, Suite 750 July 3, 2008 Lounsbery, Ferguson, Altona, & Peak, RTC-238
John W. Witt, Esq., San Diego, CA 92101-3532 LLP, Attorneys at Law
Ken H. Lounsbery, Esq.
N4 Bob Allan, Trustee 1731 Colgate Circle April 7, 2008 Trust “B", UDT 7/17/03 RTC-267
La Jolla, CA 92037 .
NS Van K. Collinsworth 9222 Lake Canyon Road -April 3, 2008 Preserve Wild Santee RTC-292
John Thomas Santee, CA 92071 '
Tom Walters
Dgé‘;n%andﬁli Master Plan Final EIR RTC-ii
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Respomc ko Commen‘:s {conk'd.)

> il oot TR : 'k{.:,; E{D\T"- ;_/?““ »
g e R
9232 Lapeer Court No Dat Santee Resident
Santee, CA 92071
N7 Kenneth W, Decker 9738 Settle Road April 6, 2608 Santee Resident RTC-316
Santee, CA 92071
N8 Tom Walters 10402 Strathmore Drive April 6, 2008 Santee Resident RTC-319
Santee, CA 92071
N9 Jeifrey A. Chine 600 West Broadway, Suite 2600 April 4, 2008 Luce, Forward, Hamilton & Scripps, LLP RTC-321
San Diego, CA 82101 Attorneys at Law
N10 j Dashiell S. Meeks, AICP 8315 Century Park Court June 6, 2008 San Diego Gas & Electric (SDGSE) RTC-324
CP21E '
San Diego, CA 82123 .
N11 Marianne Lamoureux No Address Provided March 31, 2008 Santee Resident RTC-326
N12 Donald Lee No Address Provided April 1, 2008 Santee Resident RTC-328
N13 | Lyn Dyer No Address Provided March 30, 2008 | Santee Resident RTC-329
N14 Kim Rones No Address Provided March 30, 2008 Santee Resident RTC-330
N15 | Jay Scovie 9342 Lake Country Drive April 7, 2608 Santee Resident RTC-331
Santee, CA 92071 '
N16 | Sandra M. Schielke 10420 Strathmore Drive April 3, 2008 Santee Resident RTC-334
Santee, Ca 92071
- N17 | Keith & Linda Vail 10161 Pebble Beach Drive April 5, 2008 Santee Resident RTC-338
’ Santee, CA 92071
N18 | Gena Rotler No Address Provided Aprit 4, 2008 Santee Resident RTC-340
N19 | Amy Finnegan No Address Provided March 26, 2008 | Santee Resident RTC-341
N20 Chuck Barnhart 10367 Strathmore Drive April 13, 2008 Santee Resident RTC-342
Santee, CA 82071-1043
N21 Carol Murdock No Address Provided No Date Santee Resident RTC-343
000005
Sycamare Landfill Master Plan Final EIR RTC-iii September 2008




Comment

UNITED STATES MARINE CORPS
MARINE CORPS AIR STATICN
P.0, BOX 452001
SAN DIEGQ, CA 92145-2001

11103
CP&L/5617
March 12, 200B

CITY OF SAN DIEGO
DEVELOPMENT SERVICES CENTER
RTTN E. SHEARER-NGUYEN
ENVIRONMENTAL PLANNER

1222 FIRST AVENUE M5 501
SAN DIEGC CA 92101

RE: EAST ELLIQTT COMMUNITY PLAN; SYCAMCRE LANDFILL MASTER PLAN,
JOB ORDER NUMBER 42-1084, PN 5617/SCH No. 2003041057, APN 366-031-
14, 366-031-18B, & 366-041-01

Dear E. Shearer-Nguyen,

This is in response to the review notice of February 21, 2008,
which addresses the Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) for
the Sycamore Landfil}) Master Plan within the East Elliect
Communicy Planning area.

The proposed site is contained within tha "MCAS Miramar AICUZ
Study Area* identified in the 2005 hir Insatallations Compatible
Use Zones (AICUZ) Update for Marine Corps Air Station (MCAS)
Miramar. This area will be affected by operations of military
fixed and rotary-wing aircraft transiting to and from MCAS
Miramar. The proposed project is located within the adopted 2004
Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan (ALUCP) Airport Influence Area
{ATA), but outside the 60+ dB Community Noise Equivalent Level
{CNEL} noise contours and Accident Potential Zones [(APZ}.

At the present time, MCAS Miramar is unable to provide comments on
the Sycamore Landfill Master Plan due to the lack of a current
Federal Aviation Administratien (FAA) CObstruction Evaluation /
Airport Airspace Rnalysis (QOE/ARR). On February 3, 2005, the FAR
issued an aercnautical study (2004-AWP-4044-0F) that determined
that the proposed project would exceed obstruction standards
and/or would have an adverse physical or electromagnetic
interference upon navigable airspace or air navigation facilities
and would therefore be a presumed hazard to air navigation.

Since the proposed height of the project {1,050 Feet Above Mean
Sea Level (AMSL)} would exceed the height ¢f the FAA Part 77 Outer

900006

Letter F1

F1-1

F1-2

F1-3

RESPONSES TO COMMENT LETTER RECEIVED FROM THE UNITED STATES MARINE CORPS,
MARINE CORPS AfR STATICN/MIRAMAR, SIGNED BY C.L. THORNTON, DATED MARCH 12, 2008
(LETTER F1)

Response to Comment F1-1:

The comment summarizes the location of the Project in relation to the Marine Corps Air Station {MCAS)
Miramar Air Installztion Compatible Use Zone {AICUZ) Study Area and the adopted Airport Land Use
Compalibifity Plan (ALUCP) Airport Influence Area (AIA). As noted in the comment, the northern 500 feet
of the Project site is in the adopted 2004 ALUCP AlA. Asa Tesult, the Project has submitted a consistency
determination to the Szn Diege Airport Authoity (Alrport Authority). As noted, the Sycamare Landfill is
outside of the 80+ decibel (dB) Communily Noise Equivalent {.evel {CNEL) noise contour and the Accident
Potential Zone {APZ).

Response to Comment F1-2Z:

The Federal Avialicn Administration {FAA) nolification referenced in the comment reviewed the Qriginal
1,150 feat Above Mean Sea Level {AMSL) Alternative. |t stated that if the Project were above 1,146 feat
AMSL, il wou'd be presumed lo be a hazard, unless evidence demonstrating that it was not a hazard was
submitted that overcame that presumption. The applicant chose not 1o submit such evidence because,
based on discussions with the City of Santee, lhe applicant already had decided to lower the landfill height
to 1,050 feet AMSL, in order to minimize visual qually impacts. On March 25, 2008, the Project was
submittad to the FAA for review because the criginal determination (2004-AWP-4004) had expired. The
two peaks were assigned case numbers 2008-AWP-1958 and 2008-AWP-1969. The FAA issued
Determinations of No Hazard to Air Navigalion, Aeronautical Study Nos. 2008-AWP-1968-0OE and 2008-
AWP-1969-OE, on September 10, 2008, after a circularization process. Previously, on March 25, 2008, the
FAA issued Determinations of No Hazard o Air Navigation, Aeronautical Study No.2008-AWP-1632-0E,
2008-AWP-1633-OE, 2008-AWP-1634-0E, 2008-AWP-1635-0F, 2008-AWP-1638-0F, 2008-AWP-1637-
OFE, 2008.AWP-1638-0E, 2008-AWP-1638-OF, 2008-AWP-1640-0E, 2008-AWP-1641-OF, 2008-AWP-
1642-0E, 2008-AWP-1643-0E, 2008-AWP-1644-0E, 2008-AWP-1645-0E, 2008-AWP-1646-0E, 2008-
AWP-1647-0E, 2008-AWP-1648-0E, 2008-AWP-1645-0E, 2008-AWP-1650-0F, 2008-AWP-1651-0F,
and 2008-AWP-1652-OF for the landfill boundary points. The FAA issued Determinations of No Hazard lo
Air Navigation, Aercnaulical Study Nos. 2006-AWP-6661-0E; 2006-AWP-6862-0€; 2006-AWP-6863-0F;
2006-AWP-6864-OF; 2006-AWP-6865-0€; 2006-AWP-6866-0%; 2006-AWP-6867-0F; 2006-AWP-6868-
OE; 2006-AWP-6869-0F; and 2008-AWP-8870-OF for the transmission line relocation (December 11,
2006}) and extensions of lhose determinalions on July 8, 2008. The Airport Authorily is scheduled lo make
g consistency determinaticn on the Project in Qctober, priar to City Council action on the Project.

Sycamcere Landfil Master Plan Final EIR
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Comment

Letter F1
(cont'd.)
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11103
CP&L/5617
March 12, 2008

Horizontal Surface for MCAS Miramar (9768 Feet AMSL), the United
States Marine Corps (USMC)} requests that the project proponent

submit a new Part 77 Notice of Proposed Construction or Alteraticn FII“S
{(Form 7460-1) to the FAA for a hazard determination. Only until a (confd)
new aercnautical study is issued by the FAA, can the USMC properly !
determine if the proposed height of the project is compatible with
milicary operations. '

Normal hours of operatien at MCAS Miramar are as follows:

Moniday through Thursday 7:00 a.m. to 12:00 midnight
Friday 7:00 a.m. to 6:00 p.m.
Saturday, Sunday, Helidays 8:00 a.m. to 6:00 p.m.

MCAS Miramar is a master air station, and as such, can operate 24 F1'4
hours per day, 7 days per week. Fiscal and manpower constraints,
as well as efforts to reduce the noise impacta of cur operations
on the surrounding community, impese the above hours of operation.
Circumstances frequently arise which require an extensicn of these
cperating hours. '

Thank you for the opportunity to review this land use proposal.
If we may be of any further assistance, please contact Mr. Juan
Lias at (858} 577-6602,

erely,

. L\ THO .
Community Plans and Liaison Officer
By direction of the Commanding Officer

Copy to:
San Diege County Regional Airport Authority, Sandi Sawa
City of San Diego Development Services Department, Jeanette Temple

Enclosure: .
{1) FAA Rercnautical Study 2004-AWP-4044-0OE

0000807

RESPONSES TO COMMENT LETTER RECEIVED FROM THE UNITED STATES MARINE CORPS,
MARINE CORPS AIR STATICN/MIRAMAR, SIGNED BY C,L, THORNTON, DATED MARCH 12, 2008
{LETTER F1) (continued)

Respeonse fo Comment F1-3:

The Project was submitted for review [o the FAA via the Parl 77 Notice of Proposed Construction or
Alteration (Form 7460-1). Tha Project was submitted with a maximum height of 1,146 feet AMSL to be
conservalive, since Alternative 8.8 proposes up to a height of 1,145 feet AMSL, even though the Project
has a maximum height of 1,050 feet AMSL. See Response to Comment F1-2 regarding the FAA's
issuance of Determinations of No Hazard 1o Air Navigation.

The MCAS Miramar Horizontal surface extends 50,000 feet from the MCAS Miramar airfield. The Project
would penelrate the MCAS Miramar horizonltal surface; however, it would not conflict with aeronautica!
operations at MCAS Miramar. Significant terrain already penetrates this surface, including a hill which is
higher and cleser (o the airfield than the landfill would be. Due to the existing terrain that surrounds the
Project, the Project would be compatible with military operations at MCAS Miramar.

Response to Comment F1-4;
Comment noted. The Project would not impact the hours of aperation at MCAS Miramar even if that facility
is operating 24 hours, 7 days a waek.

Since this comment dees not address the adequacy or accuracy of the EIR, no further response is
required,

Sycamore Landfill Master Plan Final EIR RTC-2
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)
(cont'd.)
Federal Aviation Administration ) Aeronautical Study No.
‘Western Pacific Regional Office 2004-AWP-4044-CFE
PO Box 32007-AWP-520
Los Angeles, CA 30005-2007
Issued Date: 2/31/2085
NETI, MOHR
'SYCAMORE LANDFILL INC
8514 NLAST BEOULEVARD
SANTEE, TA S2071
*# DETERMINATION OF FRESUMED HAZARD *#
The Federal Aviation Administration has conducted an asronautical study under
the provisions of 4% U.S5.C., Section 44718 and if applicable Title 14 of the
Code of Federal Regulations, part 77, concerning:
Structure Type: LANDFILIL
Location: SAN DIEGO, CA
Latitude; 32-51-52.65 NAD 83
Longitude: 117-1-41.06
Heights: 277 feat above ground level (AGL)
1160 feet above mean sea level (AMSL)
The inicial findings of this study indicated that the structure as described
above would exceed obetruction standarda and/or would have an adverse physical
or electromagnetic interference effect uUpen navigable airspace or air navigatiom
facilicies. Therefore, pending regoluticn of the issues described below, it is
hereby determined that the structure is presumed to be a hazard to air
navigation.
Any height exceeding 263 Eeet above ground level {1146 feet above mean sea
level), will result in a substantial adverse effect and would warrant a
Determination of Hazard to Air Navigation.
See attachment for additional informaticn.
& copy of this determination will be forwarded to the Federal Communications
Commission if the structure is subject to their licensing authority.
NOTE: PENDING RESOLUTION OF THE ISSUES DESCRIBED AEOVE, THE SmUCmE Is
PRESUMED TC BE A HAZARD TO AIR NAVIGATION, THIS DETERMINATION DOES NOT
AUTHORIZE CONSTRUCTION OF THE STRUCTURE EVEN AT A REDUCED HEIGHT. ANY
RESOLUTION OF THE ISSUES DESCRIBED ABCVE MUST BE CUMMUNICRTED TO THE FAA SO THAT
A FAVORARLE DETERMIRATION CAN SUBSEQUENTLY BE ISSUED.
1F MORE THAN 60 DAYS FROM THE DATE OF THIS LETTER HAS ELAPSED WITHOUT ATTEMPTED
RESOLUTION, IT WILL RE NECESSARY FOR YOU TO REACTIVATE THE STUDY BY FILING A NEW
FAAR FORM 7460-1, NOTICE OF PRODPOSED CONSTRUCTION OR ALTERATION.
If we can be of further assistance, please contact cur office at {310)725-6559.
On any future correspondence concerning this matter, please refer to
AReronautical Study Number 2004-AWP-4044-CE. .
Signatura Control No: 334132-34384% {DPH)
Renald Guyadeen E l
Specialist nc Osure |
Attachmenc(s)
Page 1
Sycamore Landfiill Master Plan Final EIR RTC-2
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Comment
Letter F1

MTHUS (cont'd)

Additicnal Information for RSN 2004 -AWP-4044-0OE

THE COORDINATES SUBMITTED BY THE SPONSOR CALCULATE THIS LANDFILL TO BE SITED
3.63 NAUTICAL MILES (MM} FROM THE GILLESPIE FIELD (SEE} AIRPORT REFERENCE POINT,
THE CLOSEST PUBLIC-USE LANDING AREA.

THE LANDFILL, AT THE PROPOSED HEIGHT, IS IDENTIFIED AS AN OBSTRUCTION BY
EXCEEDING THE STANDARDS OF FEDERAL AVIATICON REGULATION (FAR), PART 77, SUBPART
C, AS FOLLOWS: 77.23(a)({2), BY 14 FEET, A HEIGHT MORE THAN 263 FEET ABOVE
GROUND LEVEL (AGL), AT THEE SITE, WITHIN 2.63 NM QF THE (SEE) AIRPORT REFERENCE
POINT .

MAXIMIM ACCEPTABLE HEIGHT OF THE LANDFILL EXPANSION CANNCT EXCEED
263 ' AGL/1146' AMSL.

Page 3
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E ST L ) Comment
T : : Letter F1

{cont'd.)

Map for ASN 2004-AWP-4044-CE
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Comment
Letter F2

ALY

1L 8. Fishand Wildlife Service
Carlsbad Fish and Wildlife Office .

Bitousns acimr

California Department of Fish and Game

South Coast Region
6010 Hidden Valley Road 4949 Viewridge Avenue
Carlsbad, California 92011 San Dicgo, California 92123
(760} 431-9440 (B58) 467-4201
FAX (760) 431-9618 FAX {858) 4674255
Ip Reply Refer To:
FWSICDFG- SAN-0BB0434-08TAQ473
APR 10 2008

Ms, Elizabeth Shearer-Nguyen

Ciry of San Diego

Development Services Department
1222 First Avenue, Mail Station 501
San Diego, California 92101

Subject: Comments on the Drafi Environmental Impact Report for the Proposed Sycamore Landfill
Master Plan, City of San Diego, San Diego County, California (Project No. 5617; SCH
#2003041057)

Dear Ms, Shearer-Nguyen:

The California Department of Fish and Game (Department) and the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
(Service), collectively the Wildlife Agencics, have reviewed the above-referenced draft Environmental
Impact Report {DEIR) for the Propesed Sycamore Landfill Master Plan (Project), dated February 21,
2008. The Wildlife Agencies appreciate the time extension until April 10, 2008, granted by the City of
San Diego for providing comments on the DEIR. The comuments provided herein are based on the
information provided in the DEIR, the Wildlife Agencies’ knowledge of sensitive and declining
vegetative communities, and our participation in regional conservation planning efforts. Based on our
review of the DEIR, we have concems regarding the inadequacy of the DEIR in: 1) avoiding,
minimizing, and mitigating impacts o biological resources, and 2) providing a thorough assessment of
the cumulative effects of the proposed Projecr.

The Department is a Trustee Agency and a Responsible Agency pursuant to the California
Environmental Quality Act {CEQA). Sections 15386 and 15381 respectively. The Department is
responsible for the conservation, protection, and management of the State’s biological resources,
including rare, (hreatencd, and endangered plant and animal species, pursuant to the California
Endangered Species Act (CESAY), and administers the Natura! Community Conservation Planning
Program (NCCP). The primary concern and mandate of the Service is the protection of public fisk and
wildlife resources and their habitats. The Service has legal responsibility for the welfare of migratory
birds, anadromeas fish, and endaogered animals and plants occurring in the United States, The Service
is also responsible for administering the Endangered Specics Act of 1973, as amended {Act) (16 U.5.C.
1531 et seq.). ’

The Sycamore Landfill site is located in the eastern edge of the City of San Diego, with access via State]

Route {SR) 52/Mast Boulevard interchange. The site comprises approximately 493 acres in Lirtle

TAKE PRIDE &%~ ¢
INAMERICASNY

F2-1

F.0-2

F2-3

RESPONSES TO COMMENT LETTER REGEIVED FROM U.S. FISH AND WILDLIFE
SERVICEICALIFORNIA DEPARTMENT OF FISH AND GAME, SIGNED BY THERESE O'ROURKE/
STEPHEN M, JUAREZ, DATED APRIL 10, 2008 (LETTER F2)

Response to Comment F2.1;

This comment intreduces the commenter, thanks the City of San Diego for granting the commenter an
extension of lime lo respond, and introduces two concerns that are then set out in detail in the enclosure,
Specific responses lo the concerns are contained in the responses lo the enclosure, set forth as

. Responses to Cemments F2-6 through F2-35 below. The EIR is adequate, as more fully described in the '

responses lo the above-referenced comments.

Response to Cemment F2-2:
This comment summarizes the duties, responsibility, and authority of the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
(USFWS) and Lhe California Department of Fish and Game {CDFG), therefore, no respense s required.

Response to Comment F2-3;
This comment summarizes information from the EIR, therefore, no respense Is required.

ﬂ@'ﬁ-ﬂii{:omore Landfill Master Plan Fingl EIR
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Comment
Letter F2

" Ms. Shearer-Nguyen (FWS/CDFG- SAN-08B0434-08TA0473) .2

Sycamore Canyon, of which approximately 150 acres have been disturbed to date by prier and on-going
landfill operations and excavation, part of spproximately 380 acres approved for disturbance under
existing permits. The proposed Project would incrcase the existing landfill area by 26 acres, for a total
footprint of approximately 519 acres. Also, the height would increase by 167 fict (existing plan allows
BE3 feet) for &n allowable maximum height of 1,050 feet, The expansion of the landfill would also
include additional ancillary facilities and relocation of & San Diego Gas & Electric (SDG&E)
transmigsion line, consisting of a 230 kilovolt (kV) transmissicn line, & 138 KV transmission line, artd 2
69 KV transmissien ling that currently extends diagonally through the landfill site. The City of San
Diego's Mission Trails Regional Park is located approximately 3,500 feet south of the landfill site,
separated by SR 52. The vegetation cormrounities located on and surrounding the sits include charnise
chaparral, Diegan coastal sage scrub, coastal sage scrub/native grassland, coastal sage scrub/non-native
grassland, valley needlegrass grassland, southern mixed chaparral, non-pative grassland, and mule fat
scrub. The proposed master plan expansion would impact 2,14 acres of pative grassland, 10.6] ecres of
chammise chaparral, 21:81 acres of Diegan coastal saps serub, 1.79 acres of Diegan coastal sage
scrub/pative grassland, 0,79 acre of coastal sage scrub/non-native grassland/native grassland, 0.88 acre
of southern mixed chaparral, 0.09 acre of mule fat scrub and 0.64 acre of non-native grassland. Sensitive
wildlife species detected during prior surveys included the federally-listed threatened coastal California
goateatcher (Polioprila callfornica californicad), state protected white-tailed kite (Elarus leucurus),
grasshopper sparrow (Ammodramus savemnarum), which is State-listed species of special concern
(85C), and southern California rufous-crowned sparrow (dimaphila ruficeps canescens).

In addition to impacts to sensitive plant communities the following State-listed species of special
‘concern would be impacted with implementation of the proposed Project: 10 Nuttal’s scrub ask
(Quercus dumosa); 1,362 San Diepo goldenstar (Muilla clevelandif); 95 San Diego coest barrel cactus
(Ferocactus viridescens}; and 12,621 variegated dudleya (Dudleya variegata). The impacts to these
plants would be mitigated by ither replacement planting st the required ratio or salvaging affected
plants for translocation'into dedicated conservation parcels located within the Multi-Habitat Planning

Area (MHPA) preserve. .

‘We offer our recommcndaucns and commenits in the Enclosure to assist the City in aveiding,

m:mm:.zmg, and adequately mitigating project-related impacts to biological resources, end to ensure that
the project is consistent with all applicable requirements of the approved Subarea Plan.

If you have questions or comunents regarding the contents of this letter, please contact Paul Schlitt of the
Department at (858) 637-5510 or David Zoutendyk of the Service at (768) 431-9440,

fup =

" Therese O"Rourke

Sincerely,

=" Assistant Field Supervisor Environmental Program Manager
. U.8. Fish and Wildlife Service California Department of Fish and Game
Enclosure’

" cer State Clearinghouse

000012

{contd.}

F2-3
{contd.)

F2-4

F2-5

RESFONSES TO COMMENT LETTER RECEIVED FROM U.S. FiSH AND WILDLIFE
SERVICE/CALIFORNIA DEPARTMENT OF FISH AND GAME, SIGNED BY THERESE O'ROURKE/
STEPHEN M. JUAREZ, DATED APRIL 10, 2008 (LETTER F2}{continued)

Response to Comment F2-4:
This comment summarizes infarmation from the EIR, therefore, no respense 1s required.

Response to Comment F2-5:
Comment noted. Since this comment does net address the adequacy of the E!R, no response is required.

Sycamore Landfill Master Plan Final EIR
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Comment
Letter F2
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Ms. Shearer-Nguyen (FWS/CDFG- SAN-08R0434-08TA0473) 3
ENCLOSURE

Wildlife Agencies” Comments on the DEIR for the Proposed Sycamore Landfill Master Plan

1. The Wildlife Agencies are concerned with the significant impacts that the Proposed Project would
have on the identified State-listed Species of Special Concern (SSC). The priority in formulating
feasible mitigation measures should be to avoid and minimize direct and indirect biological impacts.
For example, the Reduced Footprint Alternative would reduce overall impacts 1o sensitive habitats
by roughly 13.5 acres; and greatly reduce direct impacts to narrow endemics to 750 San Diego
goldenstar, 50 variegated dudleya, and eight San Diego coast barrel cactus, We strongly recommend
that every effort be directed at considering alternative designs proposals that are environmentally
superior and clearly demonstrate avoidance and minimization of impacts to native vegetation
communitics and associated spacies, There are other alterpatives within the DEIR (e.g., alternative
transmission line routing scuth and east of the landfill reducing long-term biological impacts to 0.3
acre, 0.07 acre less than those of the proposed routing to the west and north and reduce temporary
censtruction impacts from 17.35 acres to 9.4 zcres) that similarly achieve these goals (CEQA

Guideline, Section 15002(2)). Additionally, the Department does not feel that speculative discussion|

{Section 8.6, page 8-38) that attempts to equate 2 given impact number of variegated dudleya to
allowable cubic yards of trash serve in providing substantive analysis in meeting the objectives of
CEQA.

2. Further guidance should be provided regarding the statement that there have been oo raptor deaths
documented in the last 5 years (page 4.3-26). The Wildlife Agencies request additional discussion
within the DEIR that outlines the existing monitoring methods that are currently in place (include
baseline survey data and monitoring that in currently in place) that substantiate this conclusion.
Furthermore, the DEIR should refrain from statements (page 4.3-45) such as “Biological benefits of
the relocation include provision of additional perching locations for raptors....". No documentation
was provided within the DEIR that support this position.

3. The project should incorporate design features and citing standards that, at a minimum, meet those
defined by the American Power Line Interaction Committee {(hitp:#/www.aplic.otg/) for reducing or
eliminating avian collision and electrocution risk from power lines. The mitigation measure should
be revised o include pre- and post-construction monitoring of transmission and distribution lines for
the purpose of: 1) detection of high electrocution or collisien risk line segments or poles; 2)
assessing the efficacy of installed diverters, perch guards, and other preventative facility measures;
and 3) establishing baseline collision and electrocution impact information to inform adaptive
management for further reducing impacts and risks, :

4. It is not clearly defined within the DEIR whether there would be additional encroachment into
specific parcels that were previously conserved as the mitigation requirements associated with the
2003 Brushing and Clearing activities. This information is partially presented within various
graphics throughout the DEIR. At a minimum, a separate table should be provided that identifies ail
of the previously conserved parcels {including the 0,5-acre parcel adjustment) and a comparison
column for the currently conserved parcels that are associated with landfill expansion, ancillary
facilities and transmission line relocation. Corresponding assessor's parcel numbers and acreage
should be provided for each conserved land.
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{cont'd.)

F2-6

F2-7

F2-8

F2-9

RESPONSES TO COMMENT LETTER RECEIVED FROM U.S. FISH AND WILDLIFE
SERVICE/CALIFORNIA DEPARTMENT OF FISH AND GAME, SIGNED BY THERESE O'ROURKE/
STEPHEN M. JUAREZ, DATED APRIL 10, 2008 {LETTER F2) (contiruad)

Response to Comment F2-6:

The ability of the Reduced Footprint Alternative {o minimize impacts o narrow endemics, and the ability of
the southern and easlern transmission line routing to reduce general biclogical impacts is exactly why
those alternatives were discussed in the EIR; howsver, the fact Ihat those alternatives minimize certain
impacts lo biology resources does not require that they be chosen as the Project. The E'R's allernatives
analysis achieves the goals of the California Environmental Quiality Act (CEQA), including those outiined in
the Slate CEQA Guidelines Section 15002(a), by providing a discussion of @ reasonable range of
alternatives sufficient to permit informed decision making and public participation. The EIR sufficiently
describes each allernative, thereby enabling the dscision maker to compare it with the Project; analyzes
the environmental efiects of each alternative; identifies the environmentally superior alternative; describes
the basis for selecting the alternatives; and states the reasons for excluding infeasible alternalives. CEQA
does not require the selection of an alternative on the basis thai il minimizes certain impacts to biclogical
resources. Moreover, the alternalives preferred by the wildiife agencies result in greater impacts to other
resources, In accordance with CEQA and the City of San Diego's Land Development Code (LDC), itis to
the role of the decision maker to balance the impacts and benefits of the Project and the various
alternalives in reaching their ultimate decision on the Project and/or Project alternatives, Thus, the
decision-maker would consider the alternative landfilf footprints and transmission line allgnments and
balance the stated impacts to biological rescurces against impacts (o other environmental issue areas.

The commenter's assertion that the discussicn on page 8-38 cf the EIR is speculative is incorrect. The text
in the EIR provides facts comparing the number of piants based on biclogical surveys done on the site, and
cubic yards of capacity for municipal solid wasie based on the landfill's operating procedures, historic
capacily figures, and mathematical calculation; there is nothing speculative about it. The EIR describes
impacts 1o sensitive species besed on the Project, Disclosing facival information and comparisons upon
which decisions can be made is consistent with the goals of CEQA. '

Response to Comment F2-7:

The exisling conditions include this same transmissicn line, simply in a slightly different alignment. The
current alignment of the transmission line dissects the landfil, whereas the reallgnment would generally
follow the landfill properly boundaries, which would slightly Increase its length, Thus, the change in the
transmission line over existing conditions s minimal. In addition, San Diego Gas & Eleciric Company's
(SDGEE) Avian Prolection Program was developed using the Avian Protection Plan Guidelines (April
2005), The 2005 Guidelines are a joint document thal was prepared by The Edison Electric Institute’s Avian
Power Line Interaction Committee (APLIC) and the USFWS. Electrocutions are primarily associated with
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RESPONSES TO COMMENT LETTER RECEIVED FROM US., FISH AND WILDLIFE
SERVICE/CALIFORNIA DEPARTMENT OF FISH AND GAME, SIGNED BY THERESE O'ROURKE/
STEPHEN M. JUAREZ, DATED APRIL 10, 2098 {LETTER F2} (continuad)

Response to Comment F2-7: {cont'd}

distributicn lines not transmission lines. SDGAE does net conduct moniloring studies to determine
elecirocutions on any transmission lines, Howevear, SDGAE's Bulk Power Operation Reporis (fransmission),
Distribution System Operation Reports, (distribution, 12kY or less) informalion from line inspeclions and
maintenance crews provide sources of information for electrocutions. Weekly and dafly review of this
quantitative information decument that SDG&E has had very few electrocutions (less than 4) en SDG&E
transmission lines over the last § years, and with none of those related to bird fiight collisions. The EIR text
on page 4.3-26 has been revised to clarily this informaticn. As stated in the dacument, the spacing between
the condugtors is mare that adequate to reduce or prevant most electroculions on transmission lines. The
2005 APLIC Guldelines suggest a minimum of 60 inches between conductors (phases) and phase fo
groung points of contact, and the conductors on the lines being relatec as part of this Project would be at
least 60 inches, consistent with this policy. In addition, bird flight collisions with transmissicn lines do not
appear to be a problem within the SDGAE system based on the above sources of informatien. For all of
the SDG&E electric transmissicn lines, there have only been three knewn electrogutions in the past five
years, and all of those were associated with nest problems, not with fly-by collisions.

Response to Comment F2-8:

Bacause the realigned (ransmission line requires more transmission line structures to cover the longer
alignment, there would be increased raptor perching opportunities. Since Ihe USFWS's position is that loss
of perching opporlunities should be analyzed as an impact, it is reasonable to view the provision of
additiona! perching opportunities as beneficial. Figure 3-12 provides the requested dosumentation.

Response fo Comment F2.9;

The Project does incorporate design features and standards thal meet those defined by the APLIC for
reduging or eliminating avian collision and electroculion risk from power lines. SCGAE is a member of the
Avian Power Line Interaction Commiltee (APLIC). tn addition, SDG&E has an Avian Protection Program
based on the APLIC Suggested Practices and 2005 Guidelines. The SDG&E program is designed lo
reduce to the greatest extent possible avian electrocutions. Most ulility electrocutions ara associated with
distribution lings, not transmission lines. SDGAE transmission tower/pole designs as well as conducters
{lines) spacing are generzlly 60° or greater. For example, the standard spacing between conductors for
230KV is 16.5 feel, for 138kV it is © feet, and for 69KV it is 5 feal. The tower design and
spacing significantly reduces the probability of an avian electrocution. As deseribed in the response to F2-7
above, there have besn no bird flight collision electrocutions in the five years prior to this study. Therefore,
few raptor electrocution impacts from the Project are expected, and no mitigation measures are required.
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Response to Comment F2-10:

The areas of disturbance asscciated with the Project would not result in impacts to any previously
conserved lands. As noted in the comment, that information is presented in various graphics included in
the EIR. See the following table and refer to Figure 5-3, which displays the localion of the parcels listed.

Lands in Vicinity of Sycamere Landfill Conserved Under MND/PDP/SDP 40-0765

APN All or Part of Parcel Acres Any Impact by Master Plan Project?
366-030-34 Al 28.09 NG
366-070-19 Alt 14.41 NO
366-080-29 All 32.48 NO
366-070-12 Part 3.09 NO
366-071-12 Par 335 NO
366-071-33 Part 6.21 NO
368-041-0% Part 058 | NO
000015
Sycamore Landfill Master Plan Final EIR RTC-10 September 2008




vy .q- .
DOGT A
Ms, Shearer-Nguyen (FWS/CDFG- SAN-08B0434-08TA0473) 4

5, The DEIR mentions that western spadefoot {Spea hammondif} tadpoles were observed in a poel
within the project site, but outside the proposed area of disturbance. However, according to Figure
4.3-3, also recorded tadpoles on a service road that extends to an area identified as part of the
transmission line comridor (j.e., Jaydown and pull sites). The DEIR should provide further discussion
on this and any other known locations of, and measures to avoid and/or minimize impacts to, this
State-listed SSC.

6. The executive summary of the DEIR and Biological Technical Report incorrectly state that the
grasshopper sparmow {(Ammodramus savannarum) is adequately covered by the City’s MSCP and
that impact to this species are considered less than significant, Correction should be made for this
State-listed species of concern within the DEIR and technical appendices.

7. Duc to recent observations of quino checkerspot butterfly (Euphydryas editha quing; quino) within
Mission Trails Regional Park (south of landfill) and Fanita Ranch (due east within jurisdiction of the
City of Santee) updated focused surveys should be required prior to any construction-related activity
and should be included as mitigation condilions within the final EIR. If quino are observed, the City
will have to work with the Service te address permitting issues related to quino since it is not a
cevered species under MSCP.

8. The Biological Technical Report (page 40) mentions approximately 1,522 San Diego poldenstar
outside of the MHPA would be impacted by the proposed landfill expansion, whereas the discussion
within the Biological Rescurces discussion (page 4.3-21) of the DEIR states approximate 1,362
would be impacted. Provide clarification for the difference in reported numbers,

9. There are reporting inconsistencices of affected acreages of native habitat (Non-MOPA & MHPA
categories) mentioned in discussion (secticn heading, A. Land Preparation/Site Planning, Page 4.1-
22) to acreage impact values reported in Table 4.1-1 and Asrachmens 6 of the Biological Technical
Report, Similarly, the reported acreage values (page 4.1-40, subsection (d)} do not correspond to
those values in Table 4.1,

10. The impact acreage for Diegan coastal sage mentioned in Empact 4,311 (page E§-24) does not
correspond to coastal sage scrub impacts in Table 4.3-3 (page 4.3-33). Please ensure that acreage
impact totals are correct.

11. Section heading B. Transmission Line Relocation (page 4.3-24 of DEIR), mentions permanent
impacis from the transmission line relocation of 0.37 acre, whereas Table 4.1-1 reports 0.51 acre of
long-term disturbance sensitive habitat, while 0,57 acre is referenced in Attachment 6 of the
Biological Techrical Report, Provide clarification as to the reason for the variation in anticipated
permanznt impacts. Farthermore, for Table 4.3-7 (column heading, Total Mitigation Acreage
Required Inside MHPA/Ouiside MHPA of the DEIR) the mitigation requirement for Diegan coastal
sage scrb/non-native/Dative grassland community was not ingluded in the summation of Perrranent
Impacy Acreage for Impacts Queside MHPA,

12, The permanent ipact acreage for struictures (i.e., transmission line relocation) and access roads

referenced in the DEIR is reported at 0.37 acre, whereas the Biological Technical Report references
0.53 acre. We would suggest reevaluating Table 4.3-7 (i.e., DEIR) for computational errors and to
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F2-11

F2-12

F2-13

F2-14

F2-15

F2-16

F2-17

F2-18

RESPONSES TO COMMENT LETTER RECEIVED FROM U.S. FISH AND WILDLIFE
SERVICE/CALIFORNIA DEPARTMENT OF FISH AND GAME, SIGNED BY THERESE O'ROURKE/
STEPHEN M. JUAREZ, DATED APRIL 10, 2008 (LETTER F2} (contimued)

Response to Comment F2-11;

The westem spadefoot foad was observad at one localion as reported on Figure 4.3-3, which is the existing
BDG&E access road. The discussion on page 4.3-15 of the EIR is revised in the Final EIR (FEIR) as
follows in response 1o this comment:

"Tadpoles of the latter species were observed in a pond in a dift road within the Project site, but
outside the proposed area of grading. This dirt road is an existing SDG&E access road and would
be used to provide construclion/demolition access to the proposed new pole location at the
northeast corner of the landfill. Upon completion of consiruction/demolition, this read would
coniinue to be used for maintenance access by SDGEE."

As noted in Section 3.3.7 of the EIR, the Prcject would comply with all protoco! related to SDGEE's
transmission line relocation. In order lo clarify this intention, however, the following text regarding the
western spadefool load has been added to the FEIR fallowing the California gnatcatcher discussion that
follows Impact 4.3.9;

"To protect the western spadsfoot toad, use of SDGAE's access road located on parcel 368-
041-01 for construction or demolition access would be limited to dry periods of ihe year, This

" is in conformance with SDG&E protocols 44 and 53. Prior to any use of this road segment for
construction or demolition access, a biclogist shall confirm that there is ne standing water
within the road and that the road is dry. Conformance with SDG&E's protocols would avoid
Project-related impact fo the weslern spadefoot toad, Impacts would be below a level of
significance.”

Response to Comment F2-12:

The EIR and Biological Technical Report have been comected to indicate thal the grasshopper sparrow is
designated a "Species of Special Concern” by lhe CDFG. According to the COFG, "Species of Special
Concern" are designaled because declining population levels, limitad ranges, andlor conlinuing threats

- have made them vulnerable lo extinction. The goal of designating species as *Species of Special Concem”

is o halt or reverse their decline by catiing attenfion to their plight and addressing the issues of concem
early enough lo secure their long term viability. The grasshopper sparrow is designated as a 2nd priority
"Species of Special Concern” and the saason of concem for which it is ranked as a conservation pricrity is
the breeding seasen. The grasshepper sparrow is not a covered species in the Cily's Multiple Species
Conservation Program (MSCF). Profect impacts to nalive and non-native grassland habitats are minimal
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RESPONSES TO COMMENT LETTER RECE{VED FROM U.S. FISH AND WILDLIFE
SERVICE/CALIFORNIA DEPARTMENT OF FISH AND GAME, SIGNED BY THERESE O'ROURKE/
STEPHEN M. JUAREZ, DATED APRIL 10, 2068 (LETTER F2) jcontinued)

Response to Comment F2-12: (cont'd)

and would not represent a substantiai impact to the grasshopper sparrow. Furthermore, grassland habitat
would be preserved as mitigation for loss of this habilat as part of the Project and ultimately the langfill
cover would be revegetated with approximately 300 acres of Native Grassland. Finally, grasshopper
sparrows are migrating birds protected by the Migratory Bird Trealy Act (MBTA). The EIR discusses
construction limitations associated with the MBTA on page 4.3-44. These limitations would prelude any

-direct mortality of grasshopper sparrows, Therefore, Impacts to the grasshopper sparrow would be

considered less than significant,

Response to Comment F2-13:

Mo significant project impact fo Quino checkerspot butterfly has been identified in the EiR, and so,
therefore, no mitigation measure for any such impacl is requirsd. However, as slated in the EIR, Section
4.3.1.3 E (Sensitive Wildlife}, "It is anticipated that, if the Project is approved, at least one additional survey
for the Quina checkerspoet butterlly would be required as & City permit condition prior to Project disturbance
of any suitable habitats at the site." This will be included as a condition of approval for the Projact. (f any
Quino checkerspot butterfiies are observed on or near the Project sile as parl of that survey, the Applicant
will work with the USFWS as required by the Endangered Species Act tc address any unforeseen impacts
to this listed species.

Response to Comment F2-14:

The actual number of San Diege goldenstar affected would be 1,512 plants outside the MHPA, and 10
plants inside the MHPA, as shown on the biclogical impact master table, Attachment 6 of the Biclogical
Report, EIR Appendix C1. The text in impacl 4.3.1a of the EIR and on page 40 of the Biological Repart
have been clarlfied, as requested in the comment.

Response to Comment F2-15:

The information in Biclogical Technica!l Report Attachment 6 is correct. EIR Table 4.1-1 has been revised,
and the other fext references have been clarified in sirikeout/underline format in the FEIR to read as
follows:

As described in Table 4.1-1, under the new Master Plan approximately 38.66 acres of
native habitat would be disturbed for landfill and ancillary facility purposes (26.75 acres of
non-MHPA, 11,90 acres of MHPA), and 0.46 acres of permanent transmission line
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RESPONSES TO COMMENT LETTER RECEIVED FROM U.S. FISH AND WILDLIFE
SERVICEICALIFORNIA DEPARTMENT OF FISH AND GAME, SIGNED BY THERESE O'ROURKE/
STEPHEN M, JUAREZ, DATED APRIL 10, 2008 (LETTER F2} (continued)

Response to Comment F2-15: [cont'd)
disturbance, and 4.69 acres of construction buifer zone thal may incur temporary
disturbance during landfill or ancillary facility construction.

Page 4.1-40

... while propesed new disturbance or development in the MHPA is approximately 11.80
acces (landfill or ancillary facllities) plus 0.29 acre (iransmission line lorg-term
disturbance), plus 1.50 acres for construction buffer zanes, or a total of 13.69 acres (see
EIR Tahle 4.1-1). ’

Respense to Comment F2-16:

All the values in Impact 4.3.11 and MM 4,3.11 are correct and consistent wilh valuas in EIR Table 4.3-3;
the acreage of Diegan coastal sage scrub as shown in Table ES-1 was erroneously listed as 27.84, and
has been corrected in the FEIR to note that it actually is only 21.81 acres.

Response to Comment F2-17:

References to the acreage of permanent impacts from the transmissian line relocation are cansistent in
page 4.3-24 of the EIR and Altachment 6 of the Biolegy Report (both cite 0.37 acres). The 0.46 acre value
in Table 4.1-1 includes anticipated disturbance within two parcels outside the Project boundary, but within
the exisling SDGAE 200-foot easement, an area already permitted for disturbance relaled to transmission
line construction and maintenance.

In EIR Table 4.3-7, the data In the rows Total Sensilive inside MHPA, Total Sensitive Qutside MHPA, and
TOTAL SENSITIVE are all correct. The row titled Diegan coastal sage scrub/ron-Native Grassland/Native
grassland under the heading impacts Outside MHPA inciudes incarrect data, The 0.14 entry under the
heading Permanenl Impact Acreage should be 0.00. Similarly, the 0.28 and 0.42 entries under the heading
Total Mitigation Acreage Required Insida MHPA and Outside MHPA should both be 0.00. In addition, in
the third-to-the-last row "Developed/Landfill/Access Road/l.andscaped, the value in the third celumn should
be (.33 instead of 0.09, and the fourth column sheould be 0.00 inslead of 0.01. These errcrs have been
corrected in the FEIR.
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RESPONSES TO COMMENT LETTER RECEIVED FROM U.S, FISH AND WILDLIFE
SERVICE/CALIFORNIA DEPARTMENT OF FISH AND GAME, SIGNED BY THERESE C'ROURKE/
STEPHEN M. JUAREZ, DATED APRIL 10, 2008 (LETTER F2) (continued)

Respense to Comment F2.18:

The correct permanent impact acreage for structures and access roads is 0.37 acre. Although EIR Table 9
of the Biolegica! Techrical Report, EIR Appendix C1, showed 0.55 acre of total permanent impact
associated with the proposed transmission line relocation, of that 0.55 acre, 0.18 acre is non-native habitat.
As a resull, the net amoun! according 1o Table 9 should be 0.37 acres of permanent habitat impact, with
rounding it is the same value that is shown in the biclogy master {able, Atiachment 6 of the Biology Report.
The values have been adjusted by RECON to be consisient with Attachment 6. Regarding Table 4.3-7,
please see Response to Comment F2-17, above.
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ensure that mitigation acreage requirements are being accurately reported, Likewise, provide
clarification to impact discussion provided in Section 4.9 Geology/Soils that states, “Sensitive habitat
1o be permanently removed cover 2.8 acres of the 19.2 acres, as discussed in Impact 4.3-13" (2.8
acres of permanent impacis to native habitat is also being referenced in 4,10 Hydrology/Warter
Quality). The Wildlife Agencies suggest that the biologicat impact analysis for the DEIR be
reevaluated by the lead agency to ensure the accuracy of data presented throughout the DEIR,

13, Page 4.3-26 of the DEIR refers to the addition of 33 ransmission towers, whereas page 4.2- 43
mentions approximately 30 replacement structures accounting for 0.55 acre of permanent impact.
Reporting incansistencies should be corrected.

14. The Biological Technical Report {page 64) mentions a total of 10 Nuttall’s scrub cak located on the
cutside edge of the proposed laydown area in the northwestern region of assessor parcel number 366-
031-14, whereas page 4.3.23 of the DEIR references 25 Nuttall's scrub oak within the same location
(population protected by three strand wire fence). Please correct.

15. The DEIR mentions that the City collects wasie tipping fees, however it does not say how those
funds are utilized. Because of the difficulty in identifying a regional funding source, the Wildlife
Agencies recommend that a portion of the waste tipping fees be used to help implement the long-
term management and monitoring activities associated with the MSCP,

16. In regards 10 slated mitigation measures for the Transmission Line Relocation (i.e., MM 4.3.7), the
Wildlife Agencies recommend incorporating the following measures into the existing language:

Train all centracters and construction personnel on the biological resources associated with
scheduled project and ensure that training is implemented by construction personnel. At a
minimum, training shall include: 1) the purpose for resource protection; 2) & description of the
‘protected species and its habitat; 3) the conservation measures given in the document that should
be implemented during project construction to conserve the species of concern, including strictly
limited activities, vehicles, equipment, and construction materials to the fenced project footprint
10 avoid sensitive resource areas in the field (i.c., avoid areas delineated on maps or on the project
site by fencing); 4) environmentally responsible construction practices; 5) the protocol 1o resolve
conflicts that may arise at any time during the construction process; 6) the general provisions of
resource protection laws, the need to adhere to the provisions of the resource protection laws, and
the penalties associated with violating those laws.

17, The Wildlife Agencies recommend incorporating the following standard conservation measures into
Mitigation Measure 4.6.6:

To avoid any direct and indirect impacts to raptors and/or any migratory birds, grubbing and
clearing of vegelation that may support active nests and construction activities adjacent to nesting
habitat, should occur outside of the breeding season (January 15 to August 13). If removal of
habitat and/or construction activities is necessary adjacent 1o nesting habitat during the brezding
season, the applicant shall retain a City-approved biclogist to canduct a pre-construction survey to|
determine the presence or absence of noa-listed nesting migratory birds en or within 100-fect of
the construction area, federally- or State-listed birds (e.g., coastal Catifornia gnatcatcher, least
Beli's vireo) on or within 300-feet of the construction area and nesting raptors within 500-feet of
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{conf'd)

F2-18
{cont'd.)

F2-19

F2-20

F2-21

F2-22

F2-23

RESPONSES TO COMMENT LETTER RECEIVED FROM US. FISH AND WILDLIFE
SERVICE/CALIFORNIA DEPARTMENT OF FISH AND GAME, SIGNED BY THERESE O'ROURKE/
STEPHEN M. JUAREZ, DATED APRIL 10, 2008 {LETTER F2) jeontinued)

Response to Comment F2-19:

Within the last year, SCG&E determined that an additional group of thre transmission line siructures would
be required to relocate the transmission line, increasing the totat number of struciures needed to 30 from
33. This was changed on page 4.3-26, but not on page 4.2-43 or page 4.8-12. That value has now been
correcled on pages 4.2-43 and 4.8-12,  In addition, the arithmetic regarding transmission ling pad areas
has been revised, and the estimated pad disturbance is now eslimated at 0.37 acre, rather than the 0.55
previously referenced. This is consistent with the values in Chapter 4.3,

Response to Comment F2-20:

The Project has the potential to impact 10 Nutfal's scrub oak, as referenced in the Biological Technical
Repor, and Impact 4.3.7 over-estimaled the number potentially impacied. The FEIR has been revised to
indicate in Impact 4.3.7 that the potential impacls would be (o ten Nutiall's scrub oak within APN 366-031-
14, unless fenced, The Impact 4.3.7 in the FEIR therefore is consistent with the statement in the Biology
Report, page 64.

Response ta Commant F2-21:

Comment noted. These issues do not relate to the adequacy of the EIR. Al direct biology impacts have
been identified and mitigated. In addition, the EIR concluded that the Project would result in a cumulatively
significant, unmitigated impact fo native grassland.

Response to Comment F2-22;
The EiR language in MM 4.3.7 is from SDG&E's Project Protocols Number 7 (EIR Appendix B). However,
Ihe paragraph suggested by the comment has now been incorporated intc the text of MM 4.3.7.

Respeonse fo Comment F2-23:

As noted on page 4.3-45, compliance with the Migratory Bird Treaty Act (MBTA) is required by law. Page
4.3-45 goes on to stale that *Since compliance wilh the MBTA is required the foregoing measure is’
technically not a "mitigation measure” for impacts incurred, but a condition of approval for the Project that
would be listed in the MMRP and subsequently implemented by SLI and SDG&E." Least Bell's virec are
not expected 10 be found within 500 feet of any Project-relaled construction. Coastal California
gnatcalchers (CGN) and raplors would be protected as described in mitigation measures 4.3.8 {raplors)
and 4.3.9 {CGN). In response (o the comment, the buffer distance associated with nesting raptors has been
increased in MMs 4.3.6 and 4.3.8 to 500 feet.
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the construction area. The pre-construction survey must be conducted within 10 calendar days
prior to the start of construction, the results of which must be submitted to the City for review and
approval! prior to jnitiating any construction activities. If nesting birds are detected by the City-
approved biologist, the following buffers should be established: 1) no work within L00 feetof a
non-listed nesting migratory bird nest, 2) no work within 300 feet of a listed bird nest, and 3) no
work within 500 feet of 8 raptor nest, However, the City may reduce these buffer widths
depending oo site-specific conditions (e.g, the width and type of screening vegetation berween the
nest and propased activity) or the existing ambient level of activity (e.g., existing level of buman
activity within the buffer distance). If constructior: must take place within the recommended
buffer widihs above, the project applicam should contact the City to determine the appropriate
buffer. .

A bio-moritor shall be present on-site during all initial grubbing and clearing of vegetation to
ensure that perimeter construction fencing is being maintained and to minimize the likelihood that
nests containing eggs or chicks are abandoned or fails due to construction activity. A bio-monitor
shall also perform periodic inspections of the construction site during al! major grading to ensure
that impacts to sensitive plants and wildlife are minimized. These inspections should take place
orce or twice a week, as defined by the City,-depending op the sensitivity of the resources. The
bia-monitar shall send weekly monitoring reports to the City and shall notify both the City and the
Wildlife Agencies immediately if clearing is done outside of the permitted project footprint.

Cumulative Impact Analysis

1. Inregards to /mpact 5.2a which states, “A significant long-term cumulative biolagical impact would
result from project-related losses of 4.72 acres of native grassland habitat, or mixed habitats
containing natve grassland”, the Wildlife Agencies request further justification for not adequately
mitigating (in-kind) for the direct impact 10 this sensitive habitat, In accordance with the City's
Biology Guidelines, mitigation, based upon the ratios given in Table 3, will be requised for all
significant upland habitar impacts outside of the MHPA. The City should not approve a project as
proposed if there are feasible alternatives or mitigation measures available that would substantially
lessen any significant effects that the project would have on the environment (CEQA Guideline
15021(a)(2)). Additionally, it is not cleasly defined within Section 4.1.4.2 of the DEIR that this
action is consistent with the City's Environmentally Sensitive Lands Regulations. Furthermore, oo
discussion was included as to applicant’s efforts in pursuing mitigation lands that have
commensurate habitat value to offset impacts to this native grassland elsewhere within the City's
jurisdiction. The Wildlife Agencies do not agree that impacts to gative grassland would be offset by
revegetation of the road fill slopes and the landfill surface with native grassland species 2s these
areas would be subject to future maintenance impacts.

2. The cumulative impact analysis makes no reference to the San Diego Comraunity Power Project
(SDCPP) proposed by ENPEX Cerporation. The project includes a 750 MW gas-fired combined
cycle power plant with likely electrical interconnection (230kV line) to the SDG&E Sycamore
Canyon Substation. The SDCPP would oceupy 60-acres owned by Marine Corps Alr Station
Miramar., The SDCPP would be located northeast of the existing landfill, directly adjacent to the
City's MHPA preserve boundary and the City of Santee to the east. The project site is located
northeast of the existing landfill on MCAS/Miramar property, bordered by City's MHPA preserve (o

the south and City of Santee to the east. This development proposal is part of the allemnatives and

800021

{cant'd.)

F2-23
{cont'd.)

F2-24

F2-25

RESPONSES TO COMMENT LETTER RECEIVED FROM U.S. FISH AND WILDLIFE
SERVICE/CALIFORNIA DEPARTMENT OF FISH AND GAME, SIGNED BY THERESE O'ROURKE!
STEPHEN M. JUAREZ, DATED APRIL 10, 2008 {LETTER F2} (continued)

Response to Comment F2-24:

The applicant proposes to preserve 6.71 acres of in-kind habilat from nearby MHPA parcels thereby
meeling the mitigation ratios required by the Biology Guidelines, This fully mitigates direct impacts to
nalive grassland, but does not fully mitigate cumulative impacts, as noted in the EIR. In addilion, the
applicant proposes to plant approximately 300 acre of native grasstand but cannot commil that area as
protected habitat because there would be a need 1o conduct maintenance in some areas in accordance
with the Final Closure Plan for some time in the future. |t is reasonably expected that the vast majority of
the replanted areas would remain undisturbed. Ultimately, at completion of Final Closure, the site would
revert tc open space and there is no reason to anliclpate any further disturbance of this 300 acres. The
preservation of 6.7t acres of in-kind habitat along with the revegetation of 300 acres of nalive grasslang,
mest of which would be preserved and ultimately all of which would be preserved upon completicn of final
closure, would provide a subslantially greater benefit than creation and preservation of 4.72 acres and
preservation of an additional 1.9 acres of Native Grassland, which is what weuld olherwise be required to
mitigate direct impacts and meet the no net loss standard to fully mitigate cumulative impacts.

Response to Comment F2-25:

An EIR's evalualion of cumulative impacts may be based on a list of past, present, and probabtle future
projects producing relzted impacts. See 14 Cal. Code Regs. §15130{(b}{1}(A). A development proposal
gualifies as a "probable future Project” once (he environmental review precess for thal Project is underway,
which does not occur untit after a permit applications is filed. San Franciscans for Reasonable Growth v.
City & County of San Francisco (1984) 151 Cal. App. 3d 61. That court also noted that, because new
Projects are continually entering the envirenmental review process, a lead agency may sel a reasonable
cutoff date for new Projects that will be included in the cumulative analysis. /d. at 74 n.14. The Cily of San
Ciego generally sets the cut-off date as the fime of the Notice of Preparation. Here, not only was there no
environmenlal process underway for the San Diego Community Power Project (SDCPP) proposed by
ENPEX Corporation at the fime the NOP for Sycamore Landfil was issued far pubtic review, there is no
such review underway today, nor is there any evidence that a permit application has as yet been filed. No
one responded to the landfill NOP with a recommendation to consider the SDCPP In the analysis of the
Sycamore Landfill Master Plan. The City has still not received any evidence that an application has been
filed with any public agency, nor has the City recelved a notice that any eavironmental review, either under
CEQA or the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) has commenced for that Project. It is merely a
possible allemative {o a separate and unrelated Project proposed by SDGEE.  °
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RESPONSES TO COMMENT LEYTER RECEIVED FROM U.S. FISH AND WILDLIFE
SERVICE/CALIFORNIA DEPARTMENT CF FISH AND GAME, SIGNED 8Y THERESE O'ROURKE/
STEPHEN . JUAREZ, DATED APRIL 10, 2008 (LETTER F2) icontinued)

Response to Comment F2-25: (cont'd.)

The Sycamore Landiill Master Plan EIR contracior sent an emat to the proponent of the SDCPP, ENPEX
Corporation, requesting information as to the status of their permits. Their reply does not indicate that
ENPEX has filed any permit application with any pubfic agency.

The SDCPP is discussed as an alternative in the Sunrise Power Link EIR. The Sunrise Power Link EIR
has not been certified and it is uncertain if the alternative that includes he SDCPP will be adopted or not,
As such, the SDCPP is not yet considered a probable future Project, Therefore, no analysis of the SDCPP
as a cumulative Project is required in the Sycamore Landfill Master Plan EIR.

In the event the SDCPP submiis permit applications resulling In environmental review, it would be the
responsibility of the permitting agency to analyze and report the cumulative impacts the proposed the

SDCPP and the Sycamere Landfill Master Plan along with any cther relavant cumulative Projects al thai
time,

000022
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cumulative impact analysis associated with the SDG&E Company Application for the Sunrise
Powerlink Project (SCH# 2006091071). The project has the potential to indirectly affect MHPA
lands in varicus issue areas,

3, The City of Santee draft Multiple Species Conservation Program Subarea Plan should be referenced
under Scetion 5.25 City of Santee General Plan Update.

Sensitive Plant Translocation Plans

1. Mariegated Dudleya
Ii is not clear whether any consideration was given to selecting allernate conserved lands for
translacation purposes, as opposed to restricting plants solely withic the northern portion of APN
366-080-29. The variepated dudleya impacted by the proposed Project is present within seven
populations distributed atong the western ridge of Little Sycamare Canyon (gver a linear distance of
approximately 3000 feet). Coasideration shovld be given to distributing plants over a broader area
within MHPA land holdings if suitable environmental conditions exist on other conserved lands (as
part of mitigation land requirements) that would similarly support translocation.

Additionally, please provide the basis for the wranslocation performance criteria referenced in the
plan. The plan identifies that less than 50 percent of the translecation and enhancement arca will be
covered by exotic weeds at the end of five years. We would strongly suggest that perfarmance
critetia be changed to 0 percent coverage for Cal-IPC List A and B species, and no mere than 10
percent coverage for other exotic/weed species. These conditions shouid be specified on all
subsequent revegetation-related construction decuments.

According to the acrial photographs (i.¢., Figure 4) associated with the proposed sestoration site,
there is a trail bisecting the revegetation area, along with trails on the periphery, The DEIR should
provide additional information concerning the current use of the trails extending through the area and
protective measures that are currently in place that would preclude subsequent impacts to all
translocation areas, Similarly, this issue should be addressed for all other species proposed to be
translocated into this area. The Wildlife Agencies strongly suggest that the City’s Mitigation
Monitoring and Coordination staff be actively involved in reviewing the adequacy of identified
measures.

2. Nuttal's Scrub Oak
The DEIR shouid provide further information regarding the height (or crown foliage) of existing
scrub oak that would be removed, Besides the referenced survivorship requirements for the
replacement of scrub ozk, no further details have been provided as to the basis for the performance
standard outlined within this plan and whether the current replacement compensates for the maturity
of existing scrub eak. Depending upen the mamrity of the scrul oak being impacted, cansideration
should be givea to offsetting impacts at a higher mitigation ratio (either 4:1 or 5:1). Additicnally, the
Wildlife Agencies sugpest that a larger number of Querces dumosa be propagated at the onset of this
portion of the project, so as to account for any unforeseen die-off or herbivory interaction that arises
during the 5 year monitoring period. Subsequently, this would allow direct replacement during the
first and second years, while remaining on track to achigve the 5 year performance criteria, If

{cont'd.)

F2-25
(coni'd)

F2-26

F2-27

F2-28

F2-29

F2-30

RESPOMSES TO COMMENT LETTER RECE/VED FROM U.5. FISH AND WILDLIFE
SERVICEICALIFORNIA DEPARTMENT OF FISH AND GAME, SIGNED BY THERESE O'ROURKE/
STEPHEN M. JUAREZ, DATED APRIL. 10, 2008 (LEYTER £2) (continued)

Response to Comment F2.25: .
Santee’s draft MSCP Subarea Plan Subarea Plan does not apply to the Project site, Santee's MSCP
Subarea Plan will ulimately have to be consistent with the Clly of San Diego's MSCP Subarea Plan, thus
its discussion would not adé meaningfully to the analysis presented in the EIR.

Respeonse to Comment F2-27:

APN 366-080-29 already has proven to be a successful location for the frans'ocation of these species, with
the appropriate soil, sun, moisture and other criteria. Although other locations nearby might also be
suitable, the decision was made to conlinue translecalion to this proven site to ensure successiul

completion of the mitigation,

Response to Comment F2-28:

The proposed translocation perfermange criteria came from the successful, previously-approved
franslocation plan (SOP/PDP 40-0765). The performance standard in the Dudleya Translocation Plan has
been revised per the comment 1o require 0% coverage for Cak-IPC List A and B species and na more than
10% caverage for other exotic/weed species at the end of five years. This can be implemenled since the
Exclic Invasive Plant Removal Plan (EIPRP) (Appendix C7) addresses the removal of exotic invasive
wegds on a quarterly basis.

Respanse to Comment F2-25;

As stated in the Translocation Plan, fencing and gates weuld be installed al sirategic lacations to protect
the dudleya translocation and enhancement areas. The fences and gales would be installed prior to
implemeniation of the Translecation Plan, The City's Mitigation Monitoring slaff has been and would
continug to be actively involved in reviewing the adequacy of the identified mitigation measures.

Response to Comment F2-30:

The scrub oaks are not mature, given that they only began growing after the Cedar fire in 2003. Since they
are immature, the need for the higher mitigation ratio that may be required for impacts to mature scrub caks
is not applicable. As addressed in the Nuttall's Scrub Oak Mitigation Plan, protective cages would be
placed around the plants to avoid herbivores, and the number of Quercus dumosa being provided already
adequately compensates for reasonably anlicipated die-off during the five-year monitoring period, thus
propagating & farger number of Quercts dumosa is net required to tessen the impact lo & less-than-
significant level. In an effort {o maximize the potential for at least ten Nuttali's scrub oaks o grow to
malueily, MM 4.3.1 has been modified o provide for planting of an additional twenty Nuttall's scrub oaks
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RESPONSES TO COMMENT LETTER RECE!VED FROM U.S. FISH AND WILDLIFE
SERVICE/CALIFORNIA DEPARTMENT OF FISH AND GAME, SIGNED 8Y THERESE O'ROURKE/
STEPHEN M. JUAREZ, DATED APRIL 18, 2008 (L.LETTER F2) tcontinued)

Response to Comment F2-30: (cont'd)
within APN 366-031-14, near the concentration of those planis already located in that parcel. The
protective cages used for the plantings already reduce the polential for restriction of lateral growth by

requiring appropriately sized mesh on the cages sufficient to facilitate |ateral plant growth, thus no
adjusiment is necessary.
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protective cages are used for plantings, adjustments should be made to reduce the potential for
restricting the lateral growth.

3. San Diego Coast Barre] Cactus
The translocation plan states “Also, coast barrel cactus will be translocated in excess of the impact
amount to compensate for mortality and further the increase the probability of success”. It is unclear
from this statement if additional cacti are being collected beyond the 95 that identified to be impact
by the proposed Project. Furthermore, page 4 of the aforementioned plan states that 160 cacti would
be removed from an area that falls within the furure development zone. Provide clarification within
the DEIR as to the total proposed impacts to San Diego coast barrel cactus, impact numbers to all
S5C should accurately be reported througheut the DEIR.,

Exotic Invasive Plant Removal Plan (EIPRP)

1. Perennial pepperweed (Lepidium latifolium} has previously been reported near Kumeyaay Lake in
Mission Trails Regional Park. We recommend that this species be included in Table 1 of the EIPRP.
Ag part of adaptive managemert strategy associated with this plan, we also recommend that
monitoring and reporting of high priority invasives involve notification to the County of San Diego's
Departrment of Agriculture Weed Management Area Coordinater for county-wide tracking purposes.

Other CEQA Requirements

There are multiple examples within the Biological Technical Report where the quantified acres of
habitat impacts outlined in project related tables do not cormespond to the same habitat acreage impacts
referenced within the namative. Consequontly, there is inaccurate impact data that has been incorporated
into the DEIR analysis. The DEIR should contain accurately summarized technical data, which
sufficiently permits a full assessment of significant environmental impacts by governmental decision-
makers and the public. In order 10 ensure that the impacts are accurately disclosed as part of the CEQA
review process, we recomnmend reevalyating the data provided in the DEIR and comrecting inaccuracies
in the final ETR:

» The impacted acrsage (outside the MHPA)} referenced on page 32 of the Biological Technical
Report, does not correspond to acreage impacts reported in Table 7 (Table 7 sums are incorrect)
within said report.

» Acreage values reported in Table 4 {category — Diegan and disturbed coastal sage scrub outside
MHPA} of the Biclogical Technical Repont, does net correspand to the corresponding acreage
wvalue reported in Table 7.

s The impact acreage totals mentioned under section heading I. Vegetation Comimunity Impacts
(page 32 of Biological Technical Report) does not correspond to mpact tetal calculated in Table
4 (column beading - Inside MHPA/CGutside MHPA) for this same report.

v Antachment 2 within the Biological Technical Report does not correspond to the Sycamore
Canyen Landfill DEIR (i.e., enclosed Table entitled: SENSITIVE PLANT SPECIES WITH THE]
POTENTIAL FOR OCCURRENCE WITH THE 45™ AND BOSTON CANYON SURVEY
AREA). Subseguently, no master list of wildlife species detected or chserved for evaluation

(cont'd.)

F2-30
{cont'd)

F2-31

F2-32

F2-33

F2-34

purposes has been provided in the DEIR. Pleasa provide the correct list of wildlife species
observed for the subject project.

RESPONSES TO COMMENT LETTER RECEIVED FROM U.5. FISH AND WILDLIFE
SERVICEICALIFORNIA DEPARTMENT OF FISH AND GAME, SIGNED BY THERESE O'RQURKE/
STEPHEN M. JUAREZ, DATED APRIL 10, 2608 {LETTER F2) (continued)

Response to Comment F2-31:

A total of 85 specimens of coast barre! cactus would be affected in the area of Impact, Another 85 barral
caclus are subject to impacts under PDPISDP 40-0765 (i.e., located in currently undeveloped portions of
the approved slaged development plan area). As a project feature, the applicant would translocate 65
barrel cactus, for a total to be translocated of 160. To summarize, the Project weuld impact 95 barrel
caclus, and would transiocate 160 barrel cactus, through both mitigation and as a project feature.

Response to Comment F2-32;

As requested by the comment, the Exotic invasive Plant Removal Plan (EIPRP) for the Sycamore Landflll
Master Plan Project (2006) has been revised lo include perennial pepperweed (Lepidium latifolum) in the
list of exolic species detected or likely to occur within or adjacent to the SL) parcels, Table 1. Morsover, as
requested in the comment, the monitoring and reporting of high prierity invasives in the EIPRP has been
revised 1o include notification to the County of San Diege's Department of Agriculture Weed Management
Area Coardinator for county-wide tracking purposes.

Response to Comment F2-35:

Revisions 1o the Biclogical Technical Report and 1o the EIR has been made in accordance with the specific
comments provided below in Comments 34 and 35,

Respeonse to Comment F2-34:
Regarding the comment at bullet 1, Tables 4 and 7 and the discussion in the text of the Biological Technical

Report, page 32, regarding impacted acreage (outside the MHPA) have been revised to 39.59 acres,
consistent with Attachment 6, )

Regarding the comment at bullet 2, Tables 4 and 7 and the discussion in the Biclogical Technical Report
text regarding Diegan and disturbed coastal sage scrub outside the MHPA have been revised to 15.37
acres, consistent with Attachment 6.

Regarding the comment at bullet 3, Tables 4 and 7 and the discussion in cn page 32 of the Biological
Technical Report regarding vegetation community Impacts have been revised consistent with Attachment 6.

Regarding the comment at bullet 4, an incorrect table from another project was inadvertently included as
Attachment 2. Attachment 2 has since been revised 'o include provide the carrect list of wildlife species
abserved or detected on the Project site, and is included in the FEIR. Sensitive plant species observed or
with potential to oceur were and are provided in Atiachment 3,
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Page 32 — Mule fat scrub is not included in narrative of vegetation cormumunity impacts.

21.82 acres of chamise chaparral impacts is referenced on page 39 of the Biological Techaical
Report, whereas 11.47 acres is referenced in Table 4 of the same report (DEIR states 10.61
acres), Furthermore, Table 4 states 2,14 acres native grassland impact, whereas 0.48 acre impact
{under section heading 3. Sensitivé Biological Resource Impacts) is referenced in the narrative,
Likewise, the acreage totals for Diegan and disturbed coastal sage scrub reported in Table 4 does
net correspond 1o acreage totals for this habitat category in the narrative (under section heading
3. Sensitive Biological Resource Impacts).

Per Attachment 6 of the Biological Technical Report, the impact acreage total for MHPA -
Landfill expansicn and ancillary facilities sum to 14.69 acres, whereas impact acreage in Section
. Multi-Habitat Planning Area (page 45) of this same report, mentioned 13.86 acres of MHPA
lands.

Reporting errors exist for impact acres between Attachment 6 and impact acres reported in.
Section f. Multi-Habitat Planning Area (page 45 of the Biological Technical Report). For
example, 13.58 acres of long-term impact (Attachunent 6 -row heading long-term impact only for
MHPA), whereas 11.43 acres of long-term impact (20.06% of MHPA reported) is stated in
namalive, Furthermore, Attachment 6 references 6,96 acres of leng-term impacts to Tier Il and
TV habitats, whereas narrative states 5.88 acres for the respective Tiers.

Under section heading I. Vegetation Communiry Impacts {page 62, Biological Technical Report),
the permanent impact acreage (inside/outside MHPA) mentioned within narrative does not
correspond te impact acres referenced in Table 9 of the same report.

Tabie P (1.c., Biological Techaical Report} includes an impact to native grassland {Structures and
Access Roads) outside the MBPA,; however, Table J0 within the same report does not reference
that impact. All mitigation acreages mentioned in section B, Mitigation Measures should
correspond to mitigation requirements referenced in Table 0, along with comresponding to
mitigation measure referenced in the DEIR.

‘The impact acreages mentioned under section heading [ Muwiri-Habitar Planning Area (i.e.,
Biological Technical Report) does not correspond to acreage impact in Attachment 6 (e.g., 14.08
Iong-term transmissien line refocatien impacts does not correspond to impact values teported {n
Anachkment 6),

The required mitigation (15.37 acres) for coastal sage scrub (LF outside MHPA) identified in
Table 4.3-3 of the DEIR does not correspoad to mitigation acreage referenced in Table 7 of the
Biological Technical Report (i.e., 14,84 acres).

In Table 7 (Biological Technical Report) the impacts column heading Total Inside MHPA does
not match the Impact Totals-MHPA category reported in Table 4.3-3 of the DEIR. Furthermore,
Total Gurside MHPA reported in Table 7 does not correspond to Torals- Non-MHPA reported in
Table 4.3-3. It would be beneficial if the impacts to sensitive vegetation communities jdeniified
in the biologica! technical appendix corresponded to biological impact data referenced in the
DEIR; including total impacts for all sensitive habitat categories (e.g., required mitigation).

The impact acreages mentioned in section heading 4.3.4.3 Significance of Impact, of the DEIR
does not correspond to the values in Table 4.1.1 Sycamore Landfill Master Plan — Master Table
of Areas.

0006026

(cont'd.)

F2-35

RESPONSES TO COMMENT LETTER RECEIVED FROM U.S. FISH AND WILDLIFE
SERVICE/CALIFORNIA DEPARTMENT OF FISH AND GAME, SIGNED BY THERESE O'ROURKE!/
STEPHEN M. JUAREZ, DATED APRIL 19, 2008 {LETTER F2} jcontiaued)

Response to Comment F2-35:

Regarding the comment at bullet 1, page 32 cf the Biological Technical Report text has been revised lo
include mule fat scrub in the list of vegetation community impacts.

Regarding the commant at bullet 2, the 11,47 acre value for chamise chaparral in Table 4 is correct, as
shown in Attachment 6, and the text of the Biological Technical Report, page 41, as well as ihg EIR have
been revised consistent with Altachment 6 to be consistent. The 2.14 acres of nalive grassland listed in
Table 4 is correct, and the text on page 41 of the Technica! Report has been revised to match,

Regarding the comment at bullet 3, the text in the Biological Technica! Report is correct. This lext refers to
13.86 acres of impact to sensilive habitats; whereas the impact lotal of 14,68 acres refers to all impacted

_ habitats, including both sensilive and non-sensitive habitats.

Regarding the comment at bullet 4, the fext, now on pages 47 and 48, has been revised to reflect these
corrected numbers, 13.58 and 6.95 acres.

Regarding the comment at bullel 5, Tables 4 and 7 and the discussion the text in the Biological Technicat
Reporl, now page 64, has been revised to 0.21 acre of sensitive habitals impacled within the MHPA, and
0.34 acre outside the MHPA, for a total of 0.65 acre, consistent with Table & regarding impacted acreage
have been revised consistent with Attachment 6, Table 9, however, does show 0.01 acre of developed
land, which would be affected by the Prcject, increasing Ihe loial to 0.56 acre.

Regarding the comment at bullet 8, the values for long-term impact by the transmission fing to DCSSING
habitat within the MHPA has been revised from 0.02 to 0.01 acres, consistent with the biology master iable,
Attachment & in EIR Appendix C1. The mitigation requirement has been revised to 0.02 acres in the fext in
Section B, consislent with the value in revised Table 10, These values are now consistent with those
provided in the EIR,

Regarding the comment al bullet 7, the 14.08 acre value in the text of the Biclogical Technical Report (page
47) has been revised lo 13.58 acres, consistent with Attachment 8.
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RESPONSES TO COMMENT LETTER RECEIVED FROM U.S. FISH AND WILDLIFE
SERVICEI/CALIFORNIA DEPARTMENT OF FISH AND GAME, SIGNED BY THERESE O'ROURKE/
STEPHEN M. JUAREZ, DATED APRIL 10, 2008 (LETTER F2) continued)

Response te Comment F2-35: {cont'd,)

Regarding the comment al bullet 8, 15.37 acres of impact and mitigation for CSS habifat in EIR Table 4.3-3
is consistent wilh the 14.84 acres of C85 plus 0.53 acres of disturbed CSS referenced in is correct and
consistent with Altachment 6, Tables 4 and 7 of the Biclogical Technical Report have been revised to show
15.37 acres of impact to CSS habitat,

Regarding the comment at bullet 8, the data tables for impact to MHPA habitats in the Biclogical Technical
Repori and the EIR have been revised consistent with Attachment 6. The total acreage in Tables 7 of the
Blologlcal Technical Report and 4.3-3 of the EIR do not malch because they reflect different informalion.
Table 7 includes all vegetation communities within and outside MHPA, whereas Table 4.2-3 includes only
sensitive upland communities. [n addition, Table 7 reflecls only Landfill and Anciilary Facitities, whereas
Table 4.3-3 also includes the Transmission Lines.

Regarding the comment at bullet 10, the values in Section 4.3.4.3 are correct; they were derived from the
biology master table, Attachment 6 in EIR Appendix C1. Several values in £IR Table 4.1-1 have been
adjusted to ensure consistency with Attachment 8. . The only difference now is that the 11.77 acre value in
the text shows as 11.86 acres In Table 4.1-1, and 38,29 acres shows as 38.38 acres in Table 4.1-1, a
consequence of the 0.09 acres of wetland habitat included in Table 4.1-1, and NOT included in the upland
habitats listed in Table 4.3-3, and in the cited text.

The above revisicns to the EIR merely clarify the EIR, and does not constilute new, significant information;
therefore, recirculation is not required.
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STATE CLEARING HOUSE

Ms Elizabeth Shearer-Nguyen
City of San Diego

1222 First Avenuae, MS-501
San Diego, CA  92101-4135

SCH No. 2003041057 — A Draft Environmental Impact Report for
a praposed Master Plan 1o provide additional landfilt disposal
capacity at Sycarnore Landfill, Solid Waste Facility Permit
(SWFP) No. 37-AA-0023, City of San Diego, County of San
Diego

Subject:

Dear Ms Shearer-Nguyen:

Thank you for allowing the California Integrated Waste Management Board's
{Board) staff 1o provide comments for this proposed project and for your agency’s
consideration of these comments as part of the California Environmental Quality
Act (CEQA) process.

Board staff has reviewed the environmental decument cited above and offers the
following project description, analysis ang our recommendations for the proposed
project bascd on our understanding of the project, If the Board's project
description varies substantially from the project as understood by the Lead
Agencey, Board staff requests incorporation of any significant differences in the
Final Environmental Impact Repart. 81 _1

PROPOSED PROJECT DESCRIPTION

The City of Szn Diego Development Services Department, acting as Lead
Agency, has prepared and circulated a Draft Environmental Impact Report
proposing to:

o increase landfill capscity from 71 million cubic yards to 157 million cubic
yards;

» phased increase in daily tonnage limits for Municipal Solid Waste up to
13,000 tons per day in 2025, although annual tonnage currently is limited by
the Franchise Agreement at 3945 tons per day;
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RESPONSES TO COMMENT LETTER RECEIVED FROM CALIFORNIA INTEGRATED WASTE
MANAGEMENT BOARD, SIGNED BY RAYMOND M, SEAMANS, DATED MARCH 25, 2008
(LETTER $1)

Response to Comment §1-1:

Comment noted, This comment summarizes the EIR's Projact description and summary of impacts, and
does not comment on the adequacy of the EIR. Note that the CIWMB table tiled “Entiterment for
Sycamore Landfill* should be revised. The center column should be lzbeled “Current Entitlements 2006
SWFP" since the current Solid Waste Facility Permit (SWFP) was issued in 2008, not 2004 as the CIWMB
had labeled it. In Row 4, Column 1, the heading should read “Maximunt Permitted Municipal Sofid Waste
Tonnage for Disposal® to make clear that the number listed in that row is only related to municipal solid
waste to be disposed of in the landfil. Also, the maximum numbers for each tonnage currently listed In the
third column of that table should be revised fo reflect the maximum entitement — currently reflected in the
lable's footnotes. For example, the maximum municipal solid waste to be authorized would ba 13,000 tpd,
and that nurnber should be reflected on the table in column 3. The footnote Lo the table should similarly be
revised lo reflect that the tonnage increases over time, beginning at 6800 tpd upon Project approval, 9400
tpd in 2010, etc. The phasing in the Project has not changed from that listed in the EIR, and al} traffic
improvements and other mitigation measures required before tonnage can increase remain in place. The
City agrees that the fact an action is not prohibiled does not mean it has been approved, In addition, the
heading on row 14, column 1 should be revised to "Maximum Permitled Tickets Per Day", and the numbers
in column 3 of that row changed accerdingly. A table reflecting these revisions is set forth below.
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Comment

March 25, 2008 Letter S1
(cont'd.}

DEIR Sycamore Landfill

PR ~ ) .
» new long term disturbance of less than 39 acres of additional sensitive habitat RESPONSES TO COMMENT LETTER RECEIVED FROM CALIFORNIA INTEGRATED WASTE
resulting from proposed developmens of the land(ill, landfill ancillary MANAGEMENT BOARD, SIGNED BY RAYMOND M. SEAMANS, DATED MARCH 25, 2008
facilities und relocation of transmission lines with an spproximate 26 zcre {LETTER S1} continued)
increase in the disposal footprint;
» a vertical expansion of 167 feet to a maximum elevation of 1050 feet above
mean sea level; Response to Comment $1-1: (conrd)
= estimated closure date of 2028, depending on limits established by the
Franchise Agreement; ] .
« increased hours of operation; Entitlement far Sycamoere Landfiil
*  Telocatin Orpow?r transmission lines; . Current Entitlements | Proposed Entitfements
s continued processing and removal of aggregate matgrials;
: ) 2006 SWFP
s processing of green and wood waste;
» processing of construction and demolition materials; Tolal Permitied Acreage 491 acras 519 acres
* composting; ) Permilted Disposal Acreage 324 acres 358.2 acres
» fulure expansion of the exist ca-generation piant and -
« increasing solid waste truckloads to 1295 per day from 7 pm to 7 am not to 1 1 Total Capacily 1 mey 157 mey
excecd 259 per hour. S - Maximum Permitted MSW Tonnage for Disposal 3,965 tons per day 13,000 tons per day?
] N . . n
Entitlement for Syeamore Landfil (contd.) Conslruction and Demolition Debris 958 tons per day
Greens 1,246 tons per day*
Current Entitlernents . § i
mported Base Material 400 tons per da
2004 SWFP Proposed Entitlements P ase p Y
Total Permitied Acreage 491 acres 519 acres Class B Biosclids 766 tons per day’
Pcmi::i:::msal 124 acres 358.2 acres Other Recyclables 13 tons per day®
i i 7
Total Capacity 71 mey 151 mey Total Material Received 16,700 tons per day
_II-V[axlmurir-l PcDr_mmed] 3955 tons per day 6800 tons per day' Peak Elevation 883 feet AMSL 1.050 feet AMSL
onnage tar UIsposa Maximum Depth 434 feel AMSL No change
Censtruction and 5001 day? -
Demolition Debris ons per da Estimaled Closure 2031 2028
1 dc'éec"sM - f"%% lons per ‘;a)'“ Maximum Permitted Tickets per Day 620 2,658
mported Base Matenal lons per day . - -
Class B Biosolids 400 1ons per day’ Hours of Operation 6100 AM -A:E.D PM M-F 24 hours per day
Qther Recyclables 7 tons per dﬂy° G:00AM-4:C0PM S-S
Total Material Received 900G tons per day’ Notes:
" 883 feel above mean sea | 1050 feel above mean sea ' 6,600 tons per day at Project approval, 8,400 tons per day in 2010, 10,700 lons per day in 2015, 11,800 lons per day In
Peak Elevation Yevel level 2020 and 13,000 lons per day in 2025 and therealler, Lt closure.
437 ol above e ven 1 Eslimated 3% per year increase {rom 500 ions per day at Project approval, reaching up to 877 lons per day in 2025 and
Maximum Depth eeta ™ No change 958 tons per day in 2628.
_ level 3 Peak number of lickets. This number would escalate wilh increases in tannage from 1,250 at Project approval to 1,900 in
Estimated Closure 2031 2028 201012011, 2,1001n 201572016, 2,600 in 202002021 and 2,650 from 202572026 until clostre.
Maximum Permitied 620 1520 4 Estimated four percent per year increass, lrom 550 at Preject approval. Reaching up to 1,140 tons per day in 2025 and
Vehicles per Day 1,246 tons per day in 2028,
] . ~a. N §  Eslimated four percent per year increase, rom 400 tons per day al Project approval. Reaching up to 701 lons per day In
Heurs of Operation 6100 AM 4’_30 PM M.F 24 hours per day 2025 and 756 tons per day in 2028,
6:00 AM - 4:00 PM §-8 N h
§ Increasing ta 13 tons per day in 2028, from 7 at Profect approval
' Increasing to 16,700 tons per day in 2028, rom ,000 lons per day at Project approval, Daily lotals rounded up.
.
AT iV EQANZ008 DOCSACTTIESSan Divga - City'C UMMENT LETTERS\DEIR, Sysamare Landill 17-AA 0013 3-25 doc
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Comment
DEIR Sycamore Landfill March 25, 2008 Letter S 1
LI o X 1Y
" CEUTTY ,
3 8-}, R {cont'd.)
} 9,400 1ons per day in 2010, 10,700 tons per day in 2015, 11,800 1ans per day in 2020 and
13,000 tons per day in 2075 and thereafie. ant clesure, il RESPONSES TQ COMMENT LETTER RECEIVED FROM CALIFORNIA INTEGRATED WASTE
2 g;gmmd three percent per year increase, reaching up to 877 tons per day in 2025 and MANAGEMENT BOARD, SIGNED BY RAYMOND M. SEAMANS, DATED MARCH 25, 2008
wons per day in 2028,
3 Peak number of vehicle round Irip, one wrip in and one ip out would equal a round mip, (LETTER 51] {continued)
This number would escalate with increases in tonnage o 2,635 in 201072011, 2,925 in
201542018, 3,170 in 2020/202) and 3,440 from 2025/2026 until closuze,
4 Estimated four percant per year increase. Reaching up to 1,140 tons per doy in 2025 and Response to Comment $1-2:
1,246 tons per day in 2028, . . P '
5 Esimated bour percem per yea incrsase, Reaching up 10 70 tonspee dey n 2025 and This cemment summarizes the California Integrated Waste Management Board's (CIWMB) role as a
] ;’66 tons per dl:n}y in 2oza.d ) respensibla agency under CEQA and references the fact it has more specific comments and questions later
ocreasing to 13 tens per day in 2028, . ™ - .
7 Increasing to 15,700 tos per day in 2028, Daily totals rounded ug. in the Jetler. The specific responses lo thase comments and questions follows the specific camiments and
: questions, set forlh in Responses to Comments $1-3 through $1-16 below.
There were seven areas where impacts were considered significant, with
mitigation, four of thosc impacted areas were considered less than significant and
three were considersd Significant and Unmitigatable:
Less than Significant with Mitigation S 1 -1
 Land Use (coni'd.)

+ Biological Resources (al! other)
» Paleontelogical Resources
« Noise

Significant and Unmitigatable

= Landform Alteratien/Visual Quality

+ Biological Resources (cumulative impacts to Native Grasslands)

» Traffic/Cireulation/Parking

o Air Quality/Odor and cumulative impacts to Greenhouse Gases/Climate
Change

BOARD STAFF'S COMMENTS

A% a Responsible Agency for Solid Waste Facilities Permit concurrence, Board
staff will conduct an environmenial analysis for this project, using the Draft
Environmental Impact Report developed by the Lead Agency, in accordance with
Title 14, Catifornia Code of Regulations {14 CCR), Section 15096. To assist in
our review of the Draft Environmental Impact Report for Salid Waste Facilities
Permit concurrence purposes, Board staff request that the following comments
and questions be considered and addressed in the Final Environmental Impact
Report.

For clarity and convenicnce, questions and comments that Board staff'is seeking a
specific response to will be iralicized so the reader can more easily locate and
respend to them. Board staiT will also make statements that in their opinion are
fact, if those statements are incorrect or unclear please notify Board stafl. By the 81 -2
environmental document not specifically prohibiting an action or activity that
does not give tacit approval 1o perform that action or acrivity.

L3-
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’ ?!g:%mem of Overriding Considerations

Comment

March 25, 2008 Letter S1
(cont'd.)

DEIR Sycamore Landfili

Significant impacts after mitigation to the environment have been identificd in the
area of Land form Alteration/Visual Quality, Biclogical Resources {cumulative
impacts to MNative Grasslands), Traffic/Circulation/Parking 2nd Air Quality/Odor
and cumulative impacts to Greenhouse Gases/Climate Change. Please forward
the Starement of Overriding Considerarions o the Board prior to adoption by the
ApProving agency.

$1-3

Final Elevation

The environmental document indicated thar the final elevation is 1030 feer above
mean sea level — is that with or without final cover? If it is not with final cover
what will be the elevation at closure with final cover?

$1-4

Permitted Site

The environmental document indicates that the site is 493 acres prior to this
expansion; the current Solid Waste Facility Permit indicates the site to be 451
acres. What is the correct permilted site acreuge?

§1-5

Alteroative Daily Cover

The environmental document indicates thay only ground greens and wood waste
will be used for Alternative Daity Cover. Are there any other types alternative
daily cover anticipated for use? There are a nuanber of types of Alternative Daily
Cover approved by the Board, 10 be used there needs 10 be a site specific
analvsis.

S1-6

Acceptanoce of Waste
Sycamore Landfill may accept all type of wastes allowed under 27 CCR Sections 81 -7
20220 and 20230, including dewatered sludge, water treatment sludge and
incinerator ash,

Traffic/Peak Traffic

On papge ES-4 it is stated "Limiting of {7:00 PM to 7:00 AM) solid waste
truckloads to 1295 per day and no more than 239 per hour {noise).* It appears
that solid waste is anly received between 7:00 PM and 7:00 AM. Please clarify
what the peak traffic entering the land{ill on 2 daily basis, including any
limitations.

S1-8

S4_
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RESPONSES TO COMMENT LETTER RECEIVED FROM CALIFORNIA INTEGRATED WASTE
MANAGEMENT BOARD, SIGNED BY RAYMOND M. SEAMANS, DATED MARCH 25, 2008
(LETTER $1) (zontinued)

Response to Comment $1-3:
The City will provide the draft Candidate Findings and draft Statement of Overriding Considerations 1o the
CIwWMB; however, the decument is not fina! until adopied by the City Councl,

Response fo Comment $1-4:

The 1,050-foct AMSL proposed maximum elevation includes the final cover. '

Respeonse to Comment $1-5:

At least two environmental documents use 493 acres (1999 Negative Declaration {ND), 2002 Mitigated
Negative Declaration (MND}), and to be consistent with that prior acreage the EIR used the 493 acreage
number as well. The 481-acre aumber from the SWFP is consistent with the acres as determined by the
San Diego County Assessor (491.26 acres) and the Project engineer {491.22 acres). As a result, the EIR
has been revised lo reflect the 491 acre number. The 2-acre difference is immaterial 1o the impact
analysls.

Respense to Comment $1-6:

Section 2.3.1.4 of the EIR states "n the future, St may appiy to the LEA and the RWQCE for approval lo
use other listed ADCs, under procedures set for the materials covered by the regulations in Title 27, These
approved ADCs presently include geo-synthetic fabric preducts, foem products, processed green material,
sludge and sludge derived malerials, ash and cement kiln dust materials, treated auto shredder wasle,
conlaminated sediments, dredged spolls, construction and demclition wastes and shredded tires.” SLI
intends to use any of these products in the future for afternate daily cover. The analysis of the use of each
of these alternative daily cover (ADC) materials was found not fo create any significant impacts, as is
discussed in the FEIR in Section 7.9. |t is the intent of SU that this EIR be the CEQA envircnmental
document for the site-specific analysis of aach of the listed alternate daily cover materials.

The following text has been added to Seclion 3.2.2.5 - Qperational Practices on page 3-36; “In the future,
SLI may apply to the LEA and the RWQCB for approval to use other iisted ADCs, under procedures set for
the materials covered by the regulations in Title 27. These approved ADCs presently include geo-synthetic
fabric products, foam products, processed green material, sludge and sludge derived materials, ash and
cement kiln dust maierials, treated auto shredder waste, contaminated sediments, dredged spoils, foundry
sands, energy resource exploration and preduction wasle, compost, construction and demolition wastes,
shredded tires, and soils with conlaminants other than patroleum hydrocarbons which has been approved
for use as a landfill daily cover by the RWQCB and any other gevernmental agencies from which approval

RTC-26

September 2008


file:///viih

000032

RESPONSES 7O COMMENT LETTER RECEIVED FROM CALIFCRNIA INTEGRATED WASTE
MANAGEMENT BOARD, SIGNED BY RAYMOND M. SEAMANS, DATED MARCH 25, 2008
{LETTER 51) feontlnved)

Response to Comment $1-6: [cont'd)

is required. The applicant intends to use any of these matarials/products in the {uture for ADC. The
analysis of the use of each of these ADC materials has been more specifically called out in section 7.9 in
the FEIR. 1t is the intent of the Applicant that this EIR be the CEQA environmental document for Lhe sile-
specific analysis of each of Ihe listed 2lternate daily cover materials.”

Response to Comment $1-7:

Comment noted. Seclion 2,3.4.1, Existing Landfill Design, describes Sycemore Landfill as a Class Il
landfill and explains that Sycamore Landfill is approved lo accept andfor manage all wastes under Sections
20220 and 20230 of Title 27 of the Californla Code of Regutalions. In addition, Section 3.2.2.5 of the EIR
has been revised to state that "the operaticnal practices related lo disposal of solid waste under the new
master plan would not vary significantly from current praclices as described in seclions 2.3.1.1, 2.3.1.4 and
23.15"°

Response to Comment 51-8:

Proposed peak traffic enlering the landfil on a daily basis would be 3,040 vehicles (6,080 ADT) as shown
on EIR Tables 3.2-4 and 4.4.2. Of this, no more than 1,295 trucks would be allowed to enter in the evening
or at night {i.e., between the hours of 7:.00 PM and 7:00 AM). In addition, no mare than 259 of these 1,295
trucks would be allowed to enter in any given hot from 7.00 PM to 7:00 AM.
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DEIR Sycamore Lund[ill March 25, 2008

R P

;.‘.1 0! @*D.smm Caparity
On page 3-2 it is stated that “volumetric capacity would be increased by
approximately 86 million cubic yards.” Tf you add the existing 71 millien cubic
yards to the approximately 86 million cubic yards you get approximately 157
million cubic yards, not the 131 million cubic yards as stated in multiple locations
throughout the environmental document. Please clarify the actual appreximate
mumber of cubic yards of volumetric capacity afier this proposed expansion.

Composting

As far a requiting an zdditional permit to compost at a fully permitted landfill,
none would be required at this time, the composting would be done under the full
Sohid Waste Facilities Permit for landfill operations. This is subject to change and
the final decision would be made by the Local Enforcement Agency.

At sueh time as this site is permitted as a fuil Solid Waste Facility to composi, an
Odor Impact Minimization Plan must be prepared. Infarmation can be found at

bty eivwmb, co. gowregnlations/Title | 1ich3 1 hitniBarticled ar refer 10
F4CCR Section {7863.4.

Board stuff recommends that since there appears (o be odor impacts from the
existing landfill operations an Gdor Inpact Minimizarion Plan might be
developed now for use in minimizing present odors.

Peak Tonnage

The 1able presented (Table 3.2-3) lists all (he types of material to be received by
the landfill by tonnage. The last two columns, column 9 and 10 reference average
tonnages, Board sta{f needs to have specific or peak tonnages per day. Pleare
either disclose the peak tonnages or affirm that the “averages” are in fact the
penk tormages 1o be received on a daily basis. Wha is the peak tonnage of
aggregate leaving the sice on a daily basis, if kmown?

Board stzff is of the understanding that the peak daily tonnage for Municipal
Solid Waste would escalate periodically beginning at 6800 tons per day. The
environmenta! document states “Of course, the actual tonnage accepted on a daily
basis would vary, with the 13,000 tpd representing the maximum amount that
could be accepted on any given day.” [s it the intent that the peak tonnage is
13,000 rons per day from the time this environmental document is certifted and a
new Solid Waste Facilities Permil is concurred on by thé Bourd? If not, please
clarify the peak tonnages for Municipat Solid Wasie.

_5-

LA EQANIBOR DO ITIES 2N Dicgs - CippCOMMENT LETTERSMIEIR Syvamore LandFill J7-AA-0023 1-15 doc

Comment

Letter S1
{cont'd.)

S1-9

S1-10

S1-11

$1-12

RESPONSES TC COMMENT LETTER RECEIVED FRQOM CALIFORNIA INTEGRATED WASTE
MANAGEMENT BOARD, SIGNED BY RAYMOND M. SEAMANS, DATED MARCH 25, 2008
(LETTER 51) {continued)

Response to Comment 51-9:

Both in the first bullet in Section 3.2.1 and n EIR table 3.2-1, the approximate tofal fandfill volume is
missiated. The actual Project landlill capacily should be approximately 157 mcy, not 151 mey. This has
been corrected in Section 3.2.2.3 of the FEIR. The first senlence in Secticn 3.2.2.3 has been corrected to
read, "The estimated total volumelric capacily of Sycamare Landfill, if developed according to the masler
plan, is approximately 157 million cubic yards {mcy).*

Response to Comment 51-10:

Comment noted. The Project expects o submit a supplemental applicaticn to the Air Pollution Control
District (APCD) for composting operalions wilh screen units before beginning cempesting.  Before
beginning composting, per the CIWMB requirement, the applicant would confirm that an adequate Odor
Impact Minimization Plan had been prepared, As described in Section 4.7.3 of the EIR, the landfill has
made significanl efforts 1o minimize odors from exisling operations, including through preparation and
implementation of Sycamore Landfill's Odor Management Plan, submiited to the LEA in conformance with
14 CCR Section 17863.4, a copy of which is found in Appendix 8 of Appendix G (Odor Assessment), it is
containad In Volume 1l of the Technical Appendices te Ihe EIR.

Response to Comment 51-11:

The heading of column 9 in Table 3.2-3 is correcl, showing the expected averages. The tast column
heading has been revised to read, "Requested Daily Tonnage Limit." It is this column that discloses the
peak lonnages to be received on a daily basis. Itis not anticipated that more than 6000 tons per day of
aggregate would be removed from (he site.

Response to Comment §1-12:

Initlally the peak tonnage of municipat solid waste {MSW) received would be 6,800 tpd with Ihe total of all

wastes and materials having a peak of 8,000 tpd. ILis the Intent that at full buildout the peak lonnage for

solid waste be 13,000 tons per day (16,700 tpd for all waste streams feceived) from the time the
environmental decument is cartified and a new Solid Waste Facility permil is concurred on by the CIWMB

and issued by LEA, subject to the stepped miligation measures o be implemented as each higher level of

tonnage is reached,
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Comment

mesch 25, 2008 —1t€r S1
{cont'd.)

DEIR Sycamere Landfill

Hu;::rs of Operation

The Construction and Demolition: Debris Processing and Greens Processing will
operate Monday through Friday, 6 AM through 8 PM, Maintenance Operations are
anticipated to go on 24 hours per day. Aggregate Operations will continue Monday
through Friday 6 AM through 4:30 PM and Sararday 6 AM through 4 PM. Public
drop-off and recyeling will operate fram'7 AM through 6 PM Menday through
Saturday.

This environmental document leaves operational hours ond days of operation
relatively apen and it is not the Board's desire ta limit those hours and days of
operation but would like ic know what is being done und when. As an example,
when will the landfill working face be "closed” or when will Municipal Solid
Waste be received? Especially with 24 hour aperations within a city or near a
city, there is the concern regarding continual impacts from noise, ground shaking,
air quality and glare from nighttime operations to mention a few.

S1-13

Draily Cover
I there will be continual disposal of waste at the working face, when and under 81 -1 4
whar circumstances will daily coverfulternative daily cover be applied?

Landfill Operations

In rying to decipher what days and howss the landfiil is 1o operate for disposal
Section 3.2.2.4 states “Actual hours of operation would be set by the Landfill
General Manager, based on the balancing of many competing operational
considesations.” Which in Board staff''s opinion leaves hours for receipt of
Municipal Solid Waste end disposal thereof open for determination by the landfill
operaior. Please indicate the hours for the veceipt of waste,

S1-15

Mitigation Measures

The Mitigation Reporting or Monitoring Program should also indicate that
ageneies designated to enforce mitigation measures in the Environmental Impact
Report have reviewed the Mitigation Reporting or Monitoring Program and
agreed that they have the authority and means to accomplish the designated
enforcement responsibilities.

S1-16

SUMMARY

The Board staff thanks the Lead Agency for the opportunity ta review and
comment on 1he Draft Environrnental Impact Report and hopes that this comment
letter wilt be useful to the Lead Agency in carrying out their responsibitities in the
CEQA process,

S6-
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RESPONSES TO COMMENT LETTER RECEIVED FROM CALIFORNIA INTEGRATED WASTE
MANAGEMENT BOARD, SIGNED BY RAYMOND M. SEAMANS, DATED MARCH 25, 2008
{LETTER 51) tcontinued)

Response to Comment $1-13:

The Project proposes operating for up to 24 hours per day, although the exact hours of operation woukl
depend on whal was required in o meet the region's wasle disposal needs. It is unlikely that operations
would extend to 24 hours per day in the near-term, but 1o ensure that all impacts were analyzed and lo
provide the landfill with the necessary flexibility required lo adequately manage the region's waste, 24-hour
opesations were requested.

Response fo Comment §1-14:

When the iandfill is operating 24 hours a day, sever days a week, daily or alternate daily cover (ADC)
would be applied each day during specified hours. ADC alse may be applied to areas of disposal cells that
may require daily cover as fill palterns change.

Response to Comment 51-15:

Comment noted. See Respense to Comment $1-13, above. As described therein, the EIR's analysis
covers 24-hour operations, allowing the hours for receipt of municipal solid waste (MSW} and disposal
therecf to be up to the determination of the |andfill operator based on best management practices, waste
disposal needs, iraffic considerations, and other relevant factors, Limits may be placed on operating hours
by the CIWMB as part of the SWFP, but the Project applicant believes that allowing flexibiiity in hours to
meet demand and manage traffic is preferred and in order to have that flexibility requested consideration of
24-hour-day operating holrs as part of its application.

Response to Comment §1-16:

As shown in the MMRP, included in Chapter 13 of the FEIR, the agency designated to enforce each of the
mitigation measures is the City of San Diego Development Services Depariment of other City Cepariments
or Programs as specified. As lhe iead agency, the City has reviewed lhe MMRP ang has delermined that it
has the authority and means to accomplish the enforcement of the MMRP.
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DEIR Sycamore Landfill March 25, 2008

The Board staff requests copies of any subsequent environmental documents

,_j.r{ ll“ing, the Fina! Environmenta! Impact Repor, the Repert of Facility
.lifw-natiam'lcinl Technical Document, any $tatements of Overriding
Consideration, copies af public notices, and any Notices of Determination for this

project,

Piease refer to 14 CCR, § 15094(d) that states: “If the proicct requires
discretignary approval from any state agency, the local lead agency shall also
within five working days of this approvat, fite a copy of the notice of
determination with the Office of Planning and Research [State Clearinghouse].”

The Board staff requests that the Lead Agency pravide a copy of its responses 10
the Board's comments at least ten days before certifying the Final Environmental
Impact Report. Refer to Public Resource Code, Section 21092.5(a).

[f the document is certified during a public hearing, Board staff request ten days
advance notice of this hearing. if the document is certified without a public
hearing, Board staff requests ten days advance netification of the date of the
certification and project approval by the decision-making body.

If you have any questions regarding these commients, please centact me at

916.341,6728 or e-mail me at rscamans@ciwmb.ca,gov.

Sincerely,

Raymond M. Seamans
Wasie Compliance and Mitigation Program
Permitting and LEA Support Division
South Branch Permitiing
Environmental Review
California Integrated Waste Management Board

cc:  Bill Mareiniak
Waste Compliance and Mitigation Program
Permitting and LEA Support Division
South Branch Permitting, Region 4
California Integrated Waste Manzgement Board

Lillian Conroe, Supervisor

Waste Complizance and Mitigation Program
Pennitting and LEA Support Division

South Branch Permitting, Region 4

California Integrated Waste Management Board
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Comment
Letter S1

(cont'd.)

S1-17

RESPONSES TO COMMENT LETTER RECEIVED FROM CALIFORNIA INTEGRATED WASTE
MANAGEMENT BOARD, SIGNED BY RAYMOND M, SEAMANS, DATED MARCH 25, 2008
{LETTER $1) (continued)

Response to Comment St-17:
Pursuant to Section 21092.5(a) of CEQA, the City will provide a copy of the FEIR, which includes the
Responses o Comments, 1o the CWMB ten days prior to certifying the FEIR.
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Comment
DE!R Sycamore Landfill March 25, 2008 Letter S 1
i T P )
SYE contd,
cwhbiide ¢ o (cont'd.)
Bill Prinz, Program Manager
City of San Dicgo
Development Services Department
1010 Second Avenue, Suite 600 MS 606L
San Diego, CA  92101-4998
Meil Mohr (via email}
.
AN TCTOQANIC0R DOV ST ESSan Dics - CinpCOMMENL LETTHRSUEIR Sycamore fand (il 37-AA-0025 J-25 doc
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Comment

STATE OF CALIFORNIA Letter S25 -%
O f VE;R@R § OFFICE of PLANNING AND RESEARCH \

STATE CLEARINGROUSE AND PLANNING UNIT Rzcd
ARNOLD SCHWARZENEGGER CYNTHIA BRYANT
GOVERNQR DIRECTOR
Memorandum
Date: March 24, 2008
To: All Reviewing Agencies
From: Scott Morgan, Senior Planner
Re: SCH # 2003041057

Sycamore Landfill Master Plan

The Lead Agency has corrected some information regarding the above-mentioned

project. Please see the attachéd materials for more specific information. All other project

information remains the same.

e Elizabeth Shearer-Nguyen
City of San Diego
1222 First Avenue, MS5-301
San Diego, CA 92101-4133

1400 10th Street PO, Bax 344 Sacramento, California 95812-3044

{916) 445-0613  FAX {916) 323-3018  wwW.0opr.ca.R0v

S2-1

RESPONSES TO COMMENT LETTER RECEIVED FROM STATE OF CALIFORNIA, GOVERNOR'S
OFFICE OF PLANNING AND RESEARCH, STATE CLEARINGHOUSE AND PLANNING UNIT, SIGNED
8Y TERRY ROBERTS, DATED MARCH 24, 2008 {LETTER $2)

Response to Comment §2.1:

Comment noted, tn this transmittal, OPR documents the ¢orrection made by the Clty of San Diego to
previously identified public review dates. This comment does not address the adequacy of the EIR, thus no
response is required.
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Comment
Letter S2 !

THE CiTy oF San Dieco

March 24, 2008
SENT VIA FASCIMILIE

Ms. Laura Lynn Gilmore
State Clearinghouse
1400 Tenth Street
Sacramente, LA 95814

SUBJECT:  Draft Environmental Impact Report for the Sycamore Landfill Master Plan
{Project No, 5617/5CH No. 2003041057)

To Whom It May Concern:

The City of San Diega's Land Development Review Division submitted the above referenced
prcject to the State Clearinghouse as required per CEQA Section 15085, The Notice of
Completion that was corpleted for the project inadvertently referenced the wrong project
description. The follswing is the corrected project description for the above-referenced project:

SYCAMORE LANDEILL MASTER PLaN: EAST ELUOTT COMMUNITY PLAN AMENDMENT,
AMENDMENT OF THE PROGRESS GUIDE AND GENERAL PLAN, REZONING OF THE SITe To
TH-2-1 (INDUSTRIAL), AMENDMENT TO PLANNED DEVELOPMENT PERMIT/SITE
DEVELOPMENT PERMIT, APPROVAL OF A CONSOLIDATED PARCEL MAP, PUBLIC RIGHT OF
Way AND EASEMENT VACATIONS, GRANT DEED, AND_ROADWA‘( ENCROACHMENT PERMIT
for the continued development of Sycamore Landfill, Under the Master Plan, the
landfill footprint would increase by approximately 24 acres on the western side of the
site, and the maximum height of the facility would increase by approximately 167 feet,
‘to a maximurm height of 1,050 feet AMSL. This would result in an increase in municipal
solid waste (MSW) capacity from approximnately 71 million cubic yards {mey) under the
current plan, to 151 mcy. Under the Master Plan, the average daily waste tonnage is
proposed to increase from the current 3,965 tons per day (tpd) to 2 maxdmum of 13,000
tpd, anticipated to occur in 2025, with tha increases proposed in & series of steps,
depending on when and at what rate solid waste is generated in the reglon. To facilitate
the expansian, new ancillary facilitles, including larger sedimentation basins, a larger

Development Services

q8 1293 Flare dsmias 42 4T & Snn Dtaw (0 271040755
00003

{cont'd.)

S2-1
{cont'd.)
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Comment
Page2 Letter S2

Ms, Layra Lyng Gilmore (cont'd.)

State Cisazix_i“g.hdhg;"/:s;;ai:ﬁ?)re Landfili Master Plan

March 3¢, 2008~

scales area, a maintenance area, and a new administrative office would be constructed
south of the land#ill. The project site is generally bound by MCAS Miramar to the north,
the eastern ridge line of Little Sycamare Canyon to the east, SR-52 to the south, and the
western ridge line of Little Sycamore Canyon tg the west. The Project Is within the East

Ellfott Community Planning Area. (LEGAL: Assessor's Parcel Numbers (APNsj 366-041- 82_1
01, 365-080-57, 366-031-14, 366-031-18, 366-070-13, 366-080-16, 366-080-25, 366-080-26, ,
and Caltzans right-of-way #26-203-3. In addition, new transmission line structures (cont d')

woild be built within the existing SDG&E transmission line easement areas that crass
APNs 366-040-32 and 366-070-31), Applicant: Sycamore Landfill, Inc. (SLI}.

Should you have any additional questions and/er concerns please do not hesitate ta contact me
directly at (619)446-5369. 1 apalogize for any inconvenjence that this may have caused.

Sincerely,

Elizabeth Shearer-Nguyen
Assocdiate Planner
Development Services Department

000039
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Comment

SIAEGECALEC A e etter S3

wﬁ MERICAN HERITAGE COMMISSICN
M To. l'fr}
(!IE) omzsr

Fax {918) 857-5290
Watr Slte www. 0ahc.ca.90¥
w-mail: dg_nmhc@pachall.nat

March 10, 2008

Ms. Elizabetn Sheaser-Nguyen, Planner

CITY OF SAN DIEGO DEVELOPMENT SERVICES DEPARTMENT
1222 Firs! Avenue

San Diago, CA 92101

Rea: 41057 j t Complation: dr: nvirgnmental Jmpact Report (DEIR) for Sycamore
nghill M n; | ear City of Santes: Clty of San Dieqe; San Olggo Counl litornia

Dear Ms. Sherer-Ngyuen

The Natve American Heritage Commissicn is the stale agency designated 1o protect Califormia’s Native
Amarican Cultural Resources. The California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) requires that any project that
causes a substantial adverse changs in the significance of an historical tesource, that includes archaealagical
1asouices, is 8 'significant eflect’ requiring the preparation of an Environmental tmpact Repart (EIR) per the Californiz|
Coda of Regulations 415064 .5(b){c (CEQA guidelines). Secticn 15382 of the 2007 CEQA Guidelines defines a
significant impact on the environment as "a substantial, or potenzally substantial, adverse change in any of physical
canditiona within an area affected by the proposec project, including ... abjects of histeric ar aesthetic significance.”
In arder to comply with this peovision, the lead agency is required to assess whether the projectwill have an adverse
impact on these resources within the ‘azea of patentiai effect (APEY, and if so, to mitigate that effect.” To adequately
assess the project-related impacts on historizal resources, the Commissian recommends the following action:

V¥ Contact the appropriate California Histaric Resources Informaticn Center [CHRIS) for possible 'recarded sites' in

locations whare the development will or might occur.. Contact information for the tnformation Center nearest you is

available fiom the State Otfica of Historic Preservation (916/653-7278) hitp:iwww. ohg ga rks ca gov. The recard
search will datermine:

« It a pan of the entire APE has been pravicusly surveyed for cultural resources

= if any known cuftural sesources have already been recarded in or adjacent te the APE. 83 1

= |fthe probability is low, moderate, or high that cultural resources ara located in the APE. -

» Il a survey is required to detarmine whather previousty unrecorded cultural resources are present.

¥ It 2n archaeclogical inventory survey is required, the final stage is the preparation of a professional repert detalling

the findings and recommaendations cf the records search and field survey.

v The final report containing sita forms, site signifcance, and mitigation measurers should be submitted
immediately te the pfanning depanment. All information regarding site locations, Native American human
remains, and associated funarary objects should be In a separate confidential addendum, and not be made
available for pubi¢ disclosure,

*  The final writtan rapart should be submitted within 3 manths after work has been completed to the appropriate
regional archaeological [nfarmatien Canter,

¥ Contact the Native American Haritage Commission (NAHC) for:

* A Sacred Lands File {SLF) search of the project area and information oh tribal contacts in the project

vicinity that may have additional cultural resource information. Please provide this office with the following

cnauun fofmat to assist with the Sacrad Lands File search tequest: USGS 7.6-minute guadrandle citation
nship, I inn:

. The NAHC advises the use of Native Amencan Maonitors to gnsure proper identification and care given cultural
resources that may ba discovergd. The NAHG reccmmends that contact be made with Nagjve American
Contgcts on the attached list to get their input on potential project impact (APE) in some cases, the axistance of
a Native American cultural regources may be known only to a local tibe(s).

¥ Lack of surface avidenca of archeclogical rasources does rot preclude their subsurface existence. .

= lLead agencles should includa in their. mitigation plan provisions for the identification-and evaluaten of -
accidentally.discovared archeslogicsl resources, per California Envirenmental. Quality Act (CEQA) §15084.5 (7).
I areas of idantified archaeological sensitivity, a-certiflad archaeologist and a culturally affiliated Natve -
Amarican, with knowledge in cultural resaurces, shauld manitor all ground-disturbing activibes.

» Aculturally-affilfatad Native American tribe may be the anly scurce of information about a Sacred Site/Native
American cullural resource,

= Lead agancies should includa in their mitigation plan provisions for the disposition of recovared artifacts, in
consultation with culturaliy affiliated Native Americans.

000041

RESPONSES TO COMMENT LETTER RECEIVED FROM NATIVE AMERICAN HERITAGE
COMMISSION, SIGNED BY DAVE SINGLETON, DATED MARCH 10, 2008
{LETTER 83)

Respense to Comment $3-1:

This letter describes the organization that authered the comment, and summarizes certain reguirements of
CEQA, It alsc makes several recommendations, a!l of which have been followed. As noted in the Cuttural
Resources Survey, altached o the EIR as Appendix H2, a cultural resource literature review, recerds
search, and field survey of the parlion of the Project site net previously surveyed ware conducted, as well
as a spot-check of areas surveyed previously, Gallegos & Associales contacted the apprepriate Californla
Historic Resources Information Cenler (CHRIS) for pessible ‘recorded sites' in locations where
development might occur. As part of the literature review and record search, a request letler was sent to
the iNative American Heritage Commission (NAHKC) requesting any information and/or input regarding
Native American concerns either directly o indirectly associated with the Preject. On August 22, 2003,
Gallegos & Associates received a response letier from the NAHC stating that the sacred lands file failed to
indicate the presence of culiural resources in the immediate Project area (see Appendix A to lhe Cultural
Resources Survey). On September 3, 2003, Gallegos & Associates sent notification letters 1o the list of
Nalive American contacts provided by the NAHC. The oaly response was by the Kumeyaay Cuitural
Repalsiation Commitiee (KCRC), recommending further action to mitigate potential damage to any cultural
malerials within the Project area. However, there are no significant cultural resources within the Project
area, and the KCRC letier did not identily any. Gallegos & Associates contacted the NAHC on Oclober 7,
2003 for a Sacred Lands File (SLF) search of the Project area and information on iribal contacts in the
Project vicinity that may have additional cultural resource information. The cilation formal requested was
provided 1o assist in thal search. Gallegos & Associates alse requested any information andfor input
regarding Native American concerns either directly or indireclly associated with this Project, including the
names of indivicuals in the area that should be contacted. Gallegos & Associales contacted all 18
individualsiraservations idenlified by the NAHC to be contacted.

The only previously identified cultural rescurce, Isolate P-37-015411/1-713, was not relocated, but this
isolate find had been previously identifled as insignificant. The Cily has included in the Mitigation
Monitering and Reporting Program (MMRP) a requirement lo identify and evaluate acciderlally discovered
archeological resowrees, including provisien for the disposition of recovered artifacts, pursuant to Section
15064.5 of the State CEQA Guidelines. See Mitigation Measures 4.5.1 through 4.5.1e.

The Initial Study did not identify the presence or likely prasence of Native American human remains within
the area of potential effects (APE}.
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Comment

Letter S3
(contd.)

¥ Lead aggnci?; should include provisions for discovery of Native Amarican human remains or unmarked cemeteries
irgnitigayep plaps.
q',}ﬂgg?]ug‘su#iines‘ Section 15064 .5(d) requires the lead agency ta work with the Native Americans identified
by this Commisston if the Initial Study identifias the presance or likely presance of Native Amarican human
remains within the APE. CEQA Guidelines provida for agreamants with Native Amencan, identified by the
NAHC, to assure the appropriate and dignified reatment of Native American human remains and any assoclatad 83 1
grave ligns. -
v Heaith ang Safety Code §7050.5, Public Resources Coda §5087.98 and Sec. §15064.5 (d) of the California Code >
of Reguiations (CEQA Guidelines) mandate procedures to be fellowed, including that construction or excavation be (Cont d)
stopped in the event of an accidental discovery of any human remains in a location other than a dedicated cematery
until the county corener ar medical examinar can determing whather the remains are those of a Native American. .
Mate that §7052 of the Health & Safety Code states that disturbance of Native Amaerican cemeteries is a felony.
¥ | ead agencies should consider gvgidanca, as defined | 5370 of the Callfornia Code of Regulations (CEQA
Guidslines). when sigpificant cultural resqurees are discovered durin ourse of project planning an

implementation

Please feel free tg contact me at (916) 653-6251 if you have any questions.

sly,

e

Pregram Analyst

Attachment: List of Native Amarican Contacts

Ce: State Clearinghouse

000042
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Native American Contacts

Comment

San Diego County Letter S3

March 10,

Ewllaapaayp Tribal Office

Harlan Pinta, S Chaimp Tl
PO Box 22503r ‘LEU' ’j [ \)Kumeyaay
Alpine , CA 91803-2250

wmicklin@leaningrock.net
{619) 445-6315 -'voice

(619) 445-9126 - fax

Manzanita Band of Kumeyaay Nation
Leroy J. Elliott, Chairperson

PO Box 1302 Kumeyaay
Baoulevard » CA 91905

(619} 766-4930

{619) 766-4957 Fax

Sycuan Band of the Kumeyaay Nation

Danny Tucker, Chairperson .

5459 Sycuan Road Diegueno/Kumeyaay
El Cajon , CA 92021

ssilva@sxcuan—nsn.gov
619 445-2613

819 445-1927 Fax

Viejas Band of Mission Indians
Bobby L. Barrett, Chairpersen

PO Box 908 Diegueno/Kumeyaay
Alpine . CA 91803

da uilar@viejlas-nsn.gov

(619) 445-3810

{619) 445-5337 Fax

This lIst Is currant anly as of the date of this docunment.

2008 (cont'd.)
Kurneyaay Cuitural Histaric Cammitiee

Ron Christman

56 Viejas Grade Road Diegueno/Xumeyaay
Alpine » CA 92001

(619) 445-0385 .

Campo Kumeyaay Nation

H. Paul Cuero, Jr., Chairperson

36190 Church Road, Suite 1 Kumeyaay’
Campo » CA 91806
chairman@campo-nsn.gov

(619) 478-9046

{619) 478-5818 Fax

Jamul Indian Village

Willlam Mesa, Chairperson

P.O. Box 612 . Dieguenoumeyaay
Jamul » CA 91935

{amulrez@sctdv.net
619) 669-4785

(619) 669-48178 - Fax

Kumeyaay Cuitural Repatriation Committee

Steve Banegas, Spokesperson

1095 Barona Road Diegueno/Kumeyaay
Lakeside . CA 92040

(619) 742-5587

(619) 443-0881 FAX

Distribution of this llat does not rollave any person of statutory respansibllity as defined in Saction 7050.5 of the Heaith and
Safety Code, Section 5097.94 of the Pubilc Aesourcea Code and Section §057.88 of the Public Resources Code.

Thie list |a eniy applicable for contaciing Iocal Nallve American with regard 1o cultural resaurces for the proposed
aCH#2003041057; CEQA Notice of Completion for Sycamare Landfill Master Plan draf EIR; ; located near the City of

Santee; San Diego County, Callfornla.
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_ Comment
Native American Contacts L
San Diego County etter S3
March 10, 2008 (contd.)

Campo Kumeyaay Nation

ATTN:gRidel Hyday ﬁuperwsor
36190!grblc|3,ma Kumeyaay

Cam . CA 97906

(61 9) 478 -93659
(619) 478-5818 Fax

Clint Linton

P.0O. Box 507 Diegueno/Kumeyaay
Santa Ysahel  CA 92070

(760) 803-5694
cjlinton73@aol.com

Manzzanita Band of the Kumeyaay Nation

Nick Ellictt, Cultural Resources Coorginator

P.O. Box 1302 Kumeyaay

Boulevard » CA 91905

619} 925-0952 - cell

519) 766-4930

(919) 766-4857
This st Is current only as of the data of this document,

Distribution of this liat does not rellave #ny person of statutary réspanaltlilty as defined in Sectlon 7050.5 of the Health and

Safety Code, Sectlon §097.94 of the Public Resqurces Code and Sectlon 5057.98 of the Pubilc Rescurcas Cade,
This Hiat Is only applicable for contacting local Natlve American with regard ta cultural resaurces lor tha propased
SCH#2003041057; CEQA Notlce of Comptetlen for Sycamere Land?ill Mester Plan draft EIR; ; located naar the City af
Santeq; San Dlego County, L‘.allr(oi|ra4 4
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Environmental Prolection

Comment
Letter S4

sl

—_—

eﬂL {1 ¥ Gepartment of Toxic Substances Control

Maureen F, Gorsen, Diragtor
5796 Corporate Avenue
Cypress, Callfornla 90630

Linda 5. Adams
Secietary lor

April 8, 2008

Ms, Elizabeth Shearer-Nguyen
Senior Planner, City of San Ciego
Develcpment Services Department
1222 First Avenue

San Diego, California 92101-4155
CSDEAS@sandiego.gov

SITE-SPECIFIC STUDY OF A DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPQRT
{EIR) FOR THE SYCAMORE LANDFILL MASTER PLAN (PROJECT No. 5617
SCH# 2003041057)

Dear Ms. Shearer-Mguyen:

The Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC) has received your Revised Draft
EIR document for the above-mentioned project. As stated in your document; “Tha
primary objective of the proposed Master Plan is to provide additional landfill disposal
capacity at this existing, approved site. Under the propasal, the total landflil capacity
would increase from 70 million ¢y to 157 million cy. In addition, daily tonnage units for
MSW disposal would be increased, although annuat tonnage currently is limited by
Appendix D of the Franchise Agreement, and any increase abova those limits would
require a Franchise Agreement amendment.” )

D7TSC has comments as follows:

1 The draft EIR should identify and determine whether current or historic uses at

the Project site have resulted in any release of hazardous wastes/substances at
the Project area.

2 The draft EIR needs to identify any known or potentially contaminated sites within
the proposed Project area, For all identified sites, the draft EIR should evaluate
whether conditions at the site pose a threat to human health or the environment,
Following are the databases of some of the regulatory agencies:

MNational Priorities List (NPL): A list is maintalned by the United States

Envirenmental Protection Agency (U.S.EPA). ,

CalSites: A Dalabase primarily used by the California Department of Toxic

Amold smwaruneFQur
Gavemar

S4-1

84-2

Substancaes Conlrol.

@ Printed on Racycied Faper
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RESPONSES TO COMMENT LETTER RECEIVED FROM DEPARTMENT OF TOXIC SUBSTANCE
CONTROL, SIGNED BY GREG HOLMES, DATED APRIL 8, 2008
{LETTER §4)

Response to Comment S4-1:

The landfill property was formerly a part of Camp Elliott, a former United States Marine Corps Training
Center. As a result, unexploded ardnance remaining within the property has historically been a concern.
Several ordnance claarance efforts for the sile are recarded in former Camp Edliott in 1964, 1985, 1973 and
1983, Ordnance clearance work was completed on-site during 2004 to 2005 with California Department of
Toxic Substances Control {DTSC) concurrence with the Removat Action Report in August 2006, A
database review by Barber & Barber Associates, Inc. indicated that historical releases, other than
unexploded ordnance, have not been reporied.

There are no uncontrolled releases from the current faciity. As described 1n the EIR Saction 1., the landfil
is an operating municipal solid wasle dispesat facility which regulany menitors for potential releases of
waste constituents under the provisions of its permils, including Title 27 of the California Code of
Regutations (CCR) and San Diego Air Pollution Control District {APCD) regulations.

As described on page 4.10-5 of the EIR and in EIR Appendix K, while under County of San Diego
ownership, a Corrective Action Program (CAP) was implemented at the site in respanse to elevated organic
constituents in well ITSY-6. The current CAP consists of landfill gas exiraction syslem and conversion of
well ITSY-6 to a groundwaler extraction well. Decreasing trends have been noted for volatile organic
compounds {(VOCs) in well ITSY-6 over the past three years.

The applicant conducts quarterdy monitoring of the perimeter gas probes at the properly boundary
according to its approved Site Specific Gas Moniloring Plan (SSGMP}, as required by Califorsia Code of
Regulations, Title 27 (27 CCR). Levels of methane gas were delected in & probe during these routine
events and were reporied to the Locat Enforcement Agency (LEA) and the San Diego APCD. As aresult,
the facility has taken steps to corect the exceedances, including increasing vacuum to nearby landfill gas
extraction wells, and has now entered into corrective action,

Response te Comment 54-2!

There are no known or potentially conteminated sites within the Project area other than the Camp Elliott
unexploded ordnance site as described in the response to Comment 1 above. A review of the databases
referenced in the comment uncovered no listings for the subject property except the listing of the fandfill on
the CIWMB SWIS system and Camp Elliolt as a listing on the OTSC EnviroStor websile for unexploded
ordinance {UXO) (See Barber & Sarber Asscciates, Inc. memo). The finat report and the DTSC
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i )iJU f: i '. 4 RESPONSES TO COMMENT LETTER RECEIVED FROM DEPARTMENT OF TOXIC SUBSTANCE
CONTROL, SIGNED BY GREG HOLMES, DATED APRIL 8, 2008 (LETTER 54} {continusd)

Response to Comment 54-2: (cont'd)

concurrence letier can bhe found at hitp:hwww.envirostor.disc.ca.qov! publictfinal documents2.asp?
global id=370700258cee id=5004845, This report and the concurrence letler are part of the agministrative
record and are available al the offices of Development Services, located at 1222 First Avenue, Fifth Floor,
in downtown San Diego.
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Resource Conservation and Recovery Infarmation System (RCRIS): A
database of RCRA facilities that is maintained by U.S. EPA.

Comprehensive Environmental Response Cornpensation and Liability
Information System (CERCLIS): A database of CERCLA sites that is
maintalned by U.S.EFA,

Solid Waste Information System {(SWIS): A database provided by the
California Integrated Waste Managemernit Board which consists of both
open as well as closed and inactive solid waste disposal facilities and
transfer stations.

Leaking Underground Storage Tanks (LUST)/ Spills, Leaks,
Investigations and Cleanups (SLIC): A list that is maintained by Regional
Water Quality Centrol Boards (RWQCHSs).

Local County and City maintain lists for hazardous substances cleanup
sites and leaking underground storage tanks.

The draft EIR should idenlify the mechanism to initlate any required investigation
and/or remediaticn for any site that may be contaminated, and the gevernment
agency to provide approprlate regulatory oversight. 1f hazardous materials or
wastes were stored at the site, an envirenmental assessment shoutd be
cenducted to determing if a release has occurred. If sg, further studies should
be carried out to delineate the nature and extent of the contamination, and the
potential threat to public heallth andfor the envirenment should be evaluated. It
may be necessary to determine if an expediled response action is required to
reduce existing or potential threats o public health or the environment. ¥ no
immediate threat exists, the final remedy should be implemented in compliance
with state laws, regulations and policies.

If the subject property was previously used for agriculture, or if weed abatement
occurred, onsite scils could cantain pesticide or herbicide residues. Proper
investigation and remedial action may be necessary to ensure the site does not
pose a risk tc the future residents.

All environmental investigations, sampling andfor remediation should be
conducted under a Workplan approved and cverseen by a regulatory agency that
has jurisdiction to oversee hazardous waste cleanup. The findings and sampling
results from the subsequent report should be clearly summarized in the £IR.

000047

{cont'd.)

S4-2
{cont'd.)

S4-3

S4-4

S4-5

RESPONSES TO COMMENT LETTER RECEIVED FROM DEPARTMENT OF TOXIC SUBSTANCE
CONTROL, SIGNED BY GREG HOLMES, DATED APRIL 8, 2008 (LETTER S4) (continued)

Response to Comment 54-3:

A review of the databases referenced found no fistings for the subject property except lhe listing of the
fandiill on the CIWMB SWIS syslem as a permilled dispasat facility and Camp Elliot as a listing on the
DTSC EaviroStor website/Certese List for UXO. The BTSC concurred in the removal of tha UXO from the
Sycamere property. The DTSC reviewed the subject removal action report prepared for the 1.5, Army
Corps of Engineers. The report described the results of the surface and subsurface removal of munitions
and explosives of concern for the expansion of the Sycamore Landfill. The removal action spanned from
September 2004 to July 2005. Twenty-ihree live items and 105 inert items were recovered and disposed of
from the removal action. The report also recorded blind seeding which was requested by OTSC for quality
assurance purposes. The DTSC concurred with the findings and summary of the report in their letter dated
Augusl 4, 2006, Therefore remoaval aclions are complete for this facility and no immediate threat exists.

The August 4, 2006 DTSC Letter is available for public review at either the office of the City Clerk, 202 C
Street, 2% Floor, $an Diego, CA 92101; or Development Services Department, 1222 First Ava,, Fiflh Flocr,
San Diego, CA 92101,

Respanse to Comment §4-4:

There is no evidence that the facility was used for agricultural purposes. It has been used for landfilling
since the 1860s, and prior to that was part of Camp Ellictt, a former Uniled States Marine Corps Training
Center, The topography of the site makes it unlikely that it was used for agricuitural purpases prior o being
acquired by the Federal Government in the 1940s.

.The anly known weed abalement was canducted for the landfill by licensed personne! according to federal-

and state-approved procedures for usage of herbicides and pesticides. There would be no future residents
at the tandfill site; post-closure use is open space.

Response to Comment 54-5:

The comment outlines procedures to be followed il the need for a hazardous waste clean-up is determined
lo exist. As mare fully described in Responses tc Comments $4-1 through S4-4, there is no hazardous
waste cleanup required at the sile. ff one were reguired, the investigations, sambﬁng andfor remediation
would be conducted as required by the regulalory agencies with jurisdiction {o oversee that werk, Because
there is no required cleanup, there are no findings or sampling resuils to be described in the EIR.
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Proper investigation, sampling and remedial actions, if necessary, should be
conducted at the site prior to the new development or any construction, and
oversean by a regulatory agency.

If any property adjacent to the project site is contaminated with hazardous
chemicals, and if the proposed project is within 2,000 feet from a contaminated
site, then the proposed development may fall within the "Border Zone of a
Contaminated Property.” Appropriate precautions should be taken prior to
censtruction if the proposed project is within a "Barder Zone Property”.

Human heaith and the envirenment of sensitive receptors should be protected
during the construction or demoetition activities. A sludy of the site overseen by
the appropriate government agency might have to be conducted to determine if
there are, have been, or will be, any releases of hazardous materials that may
pose a risk to human health ar the environment.

I it is detarmined that hazardous wastes are, or will be, generated by the
proposed operations, the wastes must be managed in accordance with the
California Hazardous Waste Control Law (California Health and Safety Code,
Division 20, chapter 6.5) and the Hazardous Waste Control Regulations
(California Code of Regulations, Title 22, Divisicn 4.5). If so, the facility should
obtain a United States Environmental Protection Agency Identification Number
by contacting {(800) 6§18-6942,

If hazardous wastes are (a) slored in tanks or containers for more than ninsty -
days, (b) treated onsite, or (¢} disposed of ensite, then a permit from DTSC may
be required. If so, the facility should contact DTSC at (818) 551-2171 to initiate
pre appllcation discussions and delermina the permitting process applicable to
the facility.

Certain hazardous waste treatment processes may require authaorization from
the local Certified Unified Program Agency (CUPA). Information about the
requirement for autharization can be obtained by contacting your local CUPA.

If the project plans include discharging wastewater to a storm drain, you may be
required to obtain a wastewater discharge permit from the overseeing Regional
Water Quality Contre! Board,

Tho project construction may require soil excavation and soi filling in certain
areas. Appropriate sampling is required prior to disposal of the excavated soil.
If tha soil is contaminated, properly dispose of it rather than placing it in another
location. Land Disposal Restrictions (LDRs) may be applicable to these soils,
Also, if the project proposes to import scll t¢ backfill the areas excavated, proper
sampling should be conducted to make sure that the imported sail is free of
contamination.
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(cont'd.)

S4-6

S4-7

S4-8

S4-9

S4-10

S4-11

S4-12

54-13

RESPONSES TO COMMENT LETTER RECEIVED FROM DEPARTMENT OF TOXIC SUBSTANCE
CONTROL, SIGNED BY GREG HOLMES, DATED APRIL 8, 2008 (LETTER S4} (continued}

Responsae to Comment 54.6:

Comment noted. Should any such actions be required, lhe Project would comply with any and all
regulations and wilh alt applicable regulatery agencies. See also Responses io Comments $4-2 and $4-5
regarding the fact that there is no additional action required.

Response to Comment $4-7:

California Health and Safely Code § 25221 requires that any person as owner, lessor, or tessee who: 1)
knows that a significant ¢isposal of hazardous waste may have occurred on land which he or she owns, or
that the land is within 2000 feet of a significant disposal of hazardous wasle, and 2) intends to consiruct o
allow construction of a building 1o be used as residence, hospital, schocl or day care cenler (as setforth in
California Health and Safety Code § 25232(b}} apply o the department for a determination if the land
should be designaled hazardous waste property or border zone praperty. Pursuant to California Health and
Safety Code § 25229, if property is designated hazardous waste preperty or border zone property through
a formal process including a public hearing, the owner is required to execule a written instrumant which
imposes land use restrictions en the property.

The Project proponent as owner of the property does not intend or propese to construct any of the buildings
propesed in section 25232(b} of the California Heallh and Safety Code. A review of the DTSC website for
Hazardous Waste Management Program Facilily Sites with Deed / Land Use Restrictions found that there
are no properties in San Diego County within 2000 feet of the proposed facility propesty that have the
bordsr zone propenly designation,

Response to Comment S4-8:

As discussed above, there is no evidence suggesting that there are, have been or wil be a release of
hazardous substances that would pose a risk to human health or the environment. The Project would
canform lo all regulations in order to ensure that any release of hazardous material would not pose a risk to
human health or the environment, See Response to Comment Numbers $4-1 and 54-3.

Response to Comment 54-8:

Comment nated. Sycamore Landfill Inc. is a small quantity generator under state and federal hazardous
wasle conlrol reguiations. As of this date waste generaled from paris cleaning, dlesel fugling on-site, waste
oil, anti-fresze, balteries and other wasles from operalions, in addition to hazardous wastes identified and
removed from the waste stream prior to disposal, ara properly managed and transported oft-site for
disposal according to the California Hazardous Waste Conltrol Law (California Health and Safety Code,
Divislon 20, chapter 6.5) and the Hazardous Waste Control Regulations (California Code of Regulations,
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RESPONSES TO COMMENT LETTER RECEIVED FROM DEPARTMENT OF TOXIC SUBSTANCE
CONTROL, SIGNED BY GREG HOLMES, DATED APRIL 8, 2008 [LETTER S4) tcontisued)

Response to Comment 54-8: {contd)

Title 22, Division 4.5). The facility has been issued a United States Environmental Protection Agency
Igentification Number CAD 982431934, which would continue to apply to the site after Project approval,
and the sile manages ils hazardous wastes accardingly pursuant to all applicable rules and regulations. In
addition as stated in section 3.2.3.10 of the EIR, the faciity manages ils hazardous materials according te
ils Hazardous Materials Business Plan (HMBP).

Response to Comment S4-10:

Comment noled. Hazardous wastes are not stored in {anks or centainers for 80 days or mere, treated on-
site, nor disposec of on site, but are removed within 90 days of generation, See discussion in EIR on page
2-10 and in Appendix O - Hazardous Waste Exclusion Program. Therefore, a permit from DTSC is not
required.

Response to Comment 54-11:

No hazardous wasle lreatment processes are conducled on site. All hazardous wasle generated on site or
identified during waste screening are removed within 80 days of generation. See discussion in EIR on
page 2-10 and in Appendix O - Hazardous Waste Exclusion Program. As e result, no authorization from
the local Centified Unifled Program Agency (CUPA) is required.

Response to Comment S54-12;

This comment does not address tha adequacy of the EIR, but merely points out the fact that discharging
wastewaler to a storm drain may require a waslewater discharge permit, The Project plans include
continuing to discharge storm water to a storm drain. As a result, the facility has already obtained coverage
under the state General Permit for Industrial Storm Water discharges by submitting a natice of intent to the
San Diege Regional Water Quality Control Board (SCRWQCB) for the exisfing operation. The new
cperalion would be similarly covered under the general parmil.

Response to Comment 54-13:

The comment does not address the adequacy of the EIR bul rather mentiens that scil excavation and fill
may require sampling and, if the soil is contaminated, must be properly dispesed. As stated in the
responses to Commants S4-1 through $4-4, no contaminated sites or contamination has been identified
on-site other than the UXO cleanup. Any contaminated scils on site associated with the UXO already have
been identified and removed as par of the UXO cleanup activities. The only additional seil excavaiion and
soil filing associaled with the Project involve virgin, undisturbed soil similar to those currenlly under way as
a part of the existing operations. The soils would not require further sampling because they are virgin
sails. Representative samplas of imported soil for any cover and backfill woule be analyzed to statistically
ensure that any imporled soit is free of contamination as required by SDRWQCB requirements.
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14 If during construction/demclition of the profect, scil andior greundwater
contamination is suspected, construction/demoalition in the area shou!d cease
and appropriate health and safety procedures should be implemented. If it is
determined that contaminated soil and/or groundwater exist, the EIR should
identify how any required investigalion andfor remediation will be conducted,
and the appropriate government agency to provide regulatory oversight.

15.  If structures on the Praject Site contain potentially hazardous matertals, such as;
asbestas-containing material, lzad-based paint, and mercury- or PCB-containing|
material, such materials should be removed properly pricr 1o demolition, and
disposed of at appropriate iandfills or recycled, in accordance with the regulatory
guidance provided in California Code of Regulations (CCR) and following the
requirements of the Universal Waste Rule (40 CFR part 8),

If you have any questions regarding this letter, please contact Ms. Teng Qiao, Project
Manager, at (714} 484-5470 or at “lgiac@dtsc.ca.gov”.

Sincerely,

e

Greg Holmes
Unit Chief
Southern California Cleanup Operations Branch - Cypress Office

o, Governor's Gffice of Planning and Research
State Clearinghouse
P.O. Box 3044
Sacramento, California 95812-3044

Mr. Guenther W. Moskat, Chief

Flanning and Environmental Anzalysis Section
CEQA Tracking Center

Department of Toxic Substances Control
P.0, Box 806

Sacramento, California 85812-0806

CEQA # 2088
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S4-14

S4-15

RESPONSES TO COMMENT.LETTER RECEIVED FROM DEPARTMENT OF TOXIC SUBSTANCE
CONTROL, SIGNED BY GREG HOLMES, DATED APRIL 8, 2008 {LETTER S4} {continuad)

Response to Comment $4-14: .
The comment does not address the adequacy of the EIR but ralher points out cerlain procedures to be

‘followed if contaminated soil or groundwaler is suspacled. |, during the Project, soil or groundwater

contamination is suspected, construction in the area would cease and appropriate heallh and safety
procedures would be implemented, as suggested by the commenl. If it is delermined that conlaminated
soil andfor groundwater exisl, the SDRWQCB would be contacted and remediation would be conducted
accerding to the currently issued Waste Discharge Reguirements and stale and faderal regulations,

Respanse to Comment 54-15:

The comment does not discuss the adequacy of the EIR but rather procedures to be fellowed if siructures
on-the site are found ¢ contain potentiglly hazardous materials. Since the on-site structures are
prefabricaled buildings, the siruclures may be removed from the site and reused. If the structures are
demoalished, as suggested by the comment, prior to demelition, structures on the Project site would be
inspected to determine whether they contain potentially hazardous materials, such as asbestos-containing
malerial, lead based paint, and mercury or Polychlorinated biphenyls {(PCBs} conlaining materials. If
hazardous materials are found in the structures, the materials would be remaoved properly prior to
demolition, and dispesed of in appropriate landfills or recycied in accordance with the regutations.
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Letter S5

ARNOLD SCHWA Govemor

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
DISTRICT !¢ Y ~
-aaumno%} (}:’ id

AN DIEGO, CA™92110 .
PHONE (519) 688-6960

FAX (619) 688-3122
TTY {619) 638-3214

April 4, 2008

Ms, Elizabeth Shearer-Nguyen

City of San Diego Developmental Services Center
1222 First Avenue, M5 501

San Diego, CA 92101-4231

Dear Ms. Shearer-Nguyen:

Flex your powert
Br energy efflicient

11-8D-52
PM 14,77

The California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) appreciates the opportunity to review the
Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) (SCH 2003041057) for the Sycamore Landfill Master
Plan. The project is generally located in the Northeastern area of the City of San Diege, adjacent 1o

the City Of Santce, and takes access off of State Route 52 (SR 52) at Mast

following comrnents:

DEIR/Chapter 4.4 Traffic/Circulation

* Section 4.4 of the DEIR includes tabies that analyze the intersections of SR-52 EB and WB and

Boulevard. We have the

Mast Boulevard as two-way stop controlled. Language is added to armend this in 2006 to note 85‘ 1

that these intersections are now signalized. Howev
intersections in the existing condition, before additiozal traffic impacts are added.

* Page 4.4-2, Figure 4.4-1: The SOURCE nated that the Figure was generated by LLG Engineers in
2003 and updated by BRG Consulting, Inc. in 2007, however, the lanes configuration at the Mast
Boulevard/SR-52 EB and WB ramps intersections were not updated. As of June 2006 with the
signalization of both ramps intersections the lanes configurations should be as follows:

A, SB Mast Boulevard at SR-52 eastho
left turn lane to eastbound SR-52 en;

* Page4.4-15, Table 4.4-9; page 4.4-16, Table 4.4-10; and page 4.4-
Term project in these tables was shown with a proposed 1,250 Tj
4.4-7, the Project Approval (Near-Term) was proposed with only 850 Tickets. Please explain the

discrepancy.

"Coltrans improver mobility acrosy Catifernia™
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cr, they should be analyzed as signalized

und ramps: one dedicated lefl turn lane to SR-52

17, Table 4.4-11: The Near-
cts while i Table 4.4-2, page 85_3

und ramps: one through lanc and one dedicated 85 2

trance ramp. E

B. 5B Mast Boulevard at SR-52 westhound ramps: one right turn lane to westbound SR-
52 entrance ramp and one shared right/through lane,

C. NB Mast Boulevard at SR-52 westho
westbound entrance ramp and two through lages,

RESPONSES TO COMMENT LETTER RECEIVED FROM DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
{CALTRANS), DISTRICT 11, SIGNED BY JACOB ARMSTRONG, DATED APRIL 4, 2008 {LETTER S5}

Response to Comment §5-1: ‘
The referenced intersections were analyzed with traffic signal controt in the traffic study. EIR Appendix D
Table -2 (see ifafics) has been amended to show fhe LOS/Delay with traffic signals,

Respoase to Commant §5-2:
Figure 4.4-1 has bean updated to show the lanes described in this comment.

Response to Comment $5-3:

When the Project was initiated, anly the tickets for Municipa! Solid Waste (MSW) were addressed,
Subsequently, direction from the Lecal Enforcement Agency (LEA) and California \qlegraled Wasle
Management Board {CIWMBY) required that alf waste and material streams associaled with the lam‘llty he
addressed. The values in Column 1 of Table 4.4-2 show only the MW and aggregate-related lickets.
Informalion about tickets associated with all waste streams is shown in the subsequent Table 4 4-3. For
example, when 400 daily lickels associated with other waste streams is added to the 850 daily tickets from
MSW and aggregale operalions, the lotal is 1,250, as shawn In column 4 of Table ¢.4-3, and column 13 of
Table 3.2-4. Similar relationships are shown al each successive targel year in Tables 3.2-4 and 4.4-3;
1,475 MSW + aggregate v. 1,900 {otal lickets in 2010; 1,825 v, 2,600 in 2025, etc. The values in Column 4
of Table 4.4-2 have been clarified to note that they refer to MSW + aggregale daily tickets; tata! daily tickets
associated wilh those MSW + aggregate levels have been added to the information in Column 1,
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e Page 4.4-19, Table 4.4-12 and Table 4.4-13; page 4.4-20, Table 4.4-14; and page 4.4-21, Table
4.4-15: Year 2010 in these tables was shown with a propoesed 1,900 Tickets while in Table 4.4-2,

A2 1 IGKCLS

page 4.4-7, Year 2010 was proposed with only 1,475 Tickets. Please explain the discrepancy.

« Page 4.4-22, Table 4.4-16; page 4.4-23, Table 4.4-17; page 4.4-24, Table 4.4-18 and Table 4.4-19;
Year 2025 in these tables was shown with a proposed 2,600 Tickets while in Table 4.4-2, page
4.,4-7, Year 2025 was proposed with only 1,825 Tickets. Please explain the discrepancy.

s Page 4.4-26, Table 4.4-20: This table also showed the 1,500 tickets and 2,650 tickets per day
analysis instead of the proposed 1,475 tickets and 1,925 tickets as presented in Table 4.4-2, pags
4.4-7. The Draft EIR prepared by BRG Consulting, Inc. used different sets of tickets numbers
than the Traffic Impact Analysis {TLA) prepared by Linscott, Law & Greenspan, Engineers. The
Draft EIR numbers were much higher than the TLA numbers therefore the traffic impacis o the
area roadways and freeway would probably be more severe than anticipated.

Appendix DI - Traffic Impact Analysis

* Figure 3-1, Existing Conditions Diagram: As of June 2006 the intersections of Mast Boulevard
with SR-52 eastbound and westbound ramps were signalized and the lane configurations on Mast
Boulevard modified. Please update the fipure with the improvements. Ses Comment No. 1.

e Figure 10-4, Year 2010 Baseline + Proposed Project Traffic Volumes AM/PM Peak Hour
Volumes & ADTs: The AM and PM Peak Hour volumes of 964 and 1726 trips, respectively,
require a dual left turn lane at the eastbound SR 52 exit ramp to Mast Boulevard. [t is
recommended to further widen the exit ramp to create more storage and help prevent traffic from
‘backing up onto the freeway mainline.

Page 44, Section 13,0 Significance of Impacts and Recommended Mitigation:

The following physical imprevements to Caltrans facilities have been identified:
* Near-Term - SR-52 west of Mast Boulevard: Construct an additional westbound fregway lane,

+ Interim Year (Year 2010) ~ SR-52 east and west of Mast Boulevard: Contribute a fair-share to the
construction of additional eastbound and westbound freeway lanes. However, impacts to those
facilities will remain significant after such contributions, until the identified improvemsnts have
been completed by Caltrans.

s Long-Term Year {Year 2023)

i, Mast Boulevard/SR-32 Westbound Ramps: Contribute a fair-share to the widening of the
westbound ramp to allow for free westbound right-turn movements, or triple-right turn
movements. :

“Cafirans improves mobifity aeross California™
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Letter S5
(contd.)

55-5

S5-6

$57-

55-8

$5-9

RESPONSES TO COMMENT LETTER RECEIVED FROM DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
(CALTRANS), DISTRICT 11, SIGNED BY JACOB ARMSTRONG, DATED APRIL 4, 2008 (LETTER 85)

{eentinuad)

Response to Comment $5-4:
See Response to Comment S5-3.

Response to Comment $5-5:
See Response fo Comment $5-3.

Response to Comment 55-6:
See Response to Comment S5-3.

Response to Comment S5-7;
Figure 3-1 of the Traffic Impact Analysis (T1A) has been updated in response to the comment, However,
this does not change the analysis, since those characteristics were included.

Response to Comment 55-8:

The volumes represented on the figures (including Figure 10-4) reflect valumes including Passenger Car
Equivalence {PCE) values. These are not the forecasted actual peak hour vehicle amounts. The actual
volumes forecasted would be half the volumes presented, since the PCE is 2.0. Also, the average Level of
Senvice (LOS)Delay for this ramp are LOS C/fB for the AMIPM peak hours, respeclively, This is due to the
relatively fight traific demand to/from the south leg (dead end), effectively making the intersection operate
as a "lee" with cycle length split between the southbound left {from Masl Boulevard to SR-52 eastbound)
and the eastbound left {from SR-52 eastbound to Mast Boulevard). Alse, the transportation demand
management (TOM) Plan proposal would further reduce peak hour traffic on this ramp, and the current
configuration allows for bath off-ramp lanes to turn north onlo Mast Boulevard. As a result, no additional
storage is required as a result of the Project.

Response to Comment $5-9:
Comment noted. This comment appears 10 be a correct summary of the recommended mitigation for
impacts to Callrans facilities in Sections 13.1, 13.2 and 13.3 of the TIA.
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il.  5R-52 west of Mast Boulevard: No mitigation is considered feasible to mitigate significant
impacts to SR-52 peak hour travel associated with projected landfill traffic from 2025 to
projected landfill closure in 2028.

»  The Traffic Impact Analysis (TIA) prepared by Linscoit, Law & Greenspan, Enginesrs was
revised on Angust 28, 2006 prior to the Fanita Ranch project (Novernber 2007), so the TIA did
not inctude the cumulative impacts from the Fanita project. However, even without the Fanita
project, traffic generated by the Sycamore Landfill Expansion will have significant impacts to
Mast Boulevard and SR-32 facilities (mainline and ramps).

Although the Sycamare Landfill is willing to centribute a fair-share 1o the SR-52 Managed Lanes
10 mitigate its traffic impacts, The Calirans SR-52 Managed Lanes TransNet project does not
include funding, or design plans for improvernients at the Mast Boulevard EB off-ramp and WB
on-ramps. Fair share contributions toward these improvements need to be identified through a
City project, and done by the City through the Caltrans project development procedures process
and/or encroachment permit process. Therefore, it is recommended that a mitigation project be
developed by the City of San Diego as part of the Sycamere Landfill mitigation, in coordination
with the City of Santee as part of the fair share identified in the Fanita Ranch EIR.

= A Project Study Report (PSR) for the SR-52 corridor between I-805 and SR-125 was complefed §
March 2007. No additional PSR's are planned hy Caltrans for the corridor at this time,

s TIA (pg. 443 13.0 Significance of Impacts and Recommended Mitigation — The following
language should be stricken from the report, “Improvements to State freeways are the sole
responsibility of Caitrans, and such work is done in accordance with the RTP”. Potential
mitigation to SR-52 should not be determired on the basis of whether or not Caltrans has an
identified project or mechanism to collect fair share, We expect the DEIR for the Sycamore
Landfill to identify mitigation to SR-52 and the corresponding implementation plan as it relates to
the proposed project’s environmental requirements. [f it is determined that the significant impacts
identified in the DEIR tc SR-5Z are unmitigatable based on the feasibility or time frame by which
the mitigation can be implemented by the project proponent, then the DEIR should clearly state
the constraints through overriding considerations. Caltrans ability to identify a project or coliect
fair share as part of a local development approval are not the appropriate constraints by which the
DEIR should use to determine that impacts to SR-52 are unmitigatable, nor are they consistent
with the intent of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA).

s [t is recommended Sycamore Landfill prepare a Permit Engineering Evaluation Report (PEER) to
document and reach agreement on the engineering scope of appropriate improvements to mitigate
traffic itnpacts to the Mast Boulevard interchange. The entrance ramp from Mast Boulevard te
westbound SR-52 would need to be widened to three lanes and metered with one High Occupancy|
Vehicle lane and two Single Occupancy Vehicle lanes. Right of way take would be required for

this widening. The exit ramp to Mast Boulevard frem eastbound SR-52 would need to be
widened 1o two lanes,

“Caltrany impraves mobility across Caljfornia”™
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(contd.)

S5-9
(cont'd.)

S5-10

$5-11

S5-12

S5-13

S5-14

RESPCONSES TO COMMENT LETTER RECEIVED FROM DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPCRTATION
(CALTRANS], DISTRICT 11, SIGNED BY JACCB ARMSTRONG, DATED APRIL 4, 2008 (LETTER S5)

{continued)

Response to Comment $5-10:

The commenl's assumptions are not correct. The Project's traffic study does Include the Fanita Ranch
Project in the Interim (2010) and long-term (2025} traffic forecasts, as it was included in the traffic models
used by LLG. As the comment states, the Project does find significant impacts at Caltrans facilities in the
near-term on the SR-52 mainline west of Mast Boulevard, but those impacts are with Fanita Ranch
included. Mo significant impacis to SR-52/Mast Boulevard ramps were calculated.

Respense to Comment 85-11:

As slated above, the traffic analysis identifies no significant Project impacts to the ramps, The Fair Share
contribution required by MM 4.4.2 would be available for improvements deemed appropriate by Callrans
and the City,

Response to Comment $5-12;

Comment noted. This comment does not address the adequacy of the EIR and therefore no further
response is necessary. ‘

Response to Comment 55-13:

The RTP defines the infrastructure plans for the region, including freeways such as SR-52, These facililies
are defined in their alignments and projected capacities {numbers of lanes). The traffic siudy uses the
proposed infrastructure from the RTP as the basis of analysis for buildout. We understand that Caltrans
ewns and controls what goes on in the freeway; anything to be done there goes through Caltrans.
Therefere, the language requested to be stricken is correct and should remain. In the case of SR-52, the
applicant as a sole entily does not presume the ability to dictate the number of lanes or the schedule of the
freeway improvements defined in the RTP. Thus, significant, unmitigable impacts to the freeway mainling
were caloulated in the traffic study and presented in the EIR. Project mainiine impacts would NOT require

"the addition of an entire freeway lane In each direction. Therefore, as mitigation, the EIR states that the

applicant would make the appropriale fair-share contributions to the planned freeway improvements, as
necessary. In addifion, the applicant alsa intends to minimize freeway impacts through the TDM Plan.

It should again be noted that the freeway calculations and resultant impacts are based ¢n a conservative,
‘linear growth" trip generation methodology, which fikely overstates the Project’s trip confribution. These
growth projeclions were alsc made assuming existing hourly distribution of fraffic, which would be less
during peak hours in the future when the landfill would operale with longer hours, and the TDM Plan is in
place.
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RESPOMSES TQ COMMENT LETTER RECEIVED FROM DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
{CALTRANS}, DISTRICT 11, SIGNED 8Y JACOB ARMSTRONG, DATED APRIL 4, 2008 {LETTER S5}

(centinued)

Response to Comment 55-14;

Comment noted. However, as stated in the Response to Comment $5-11 above, implementation of the
Project would resull in no significant impacts to SR-52 ramps. We understand that the SR-52/Mast
Bovtevard WB ramp is being widened s pan of the Caltrans Eastbound-Westbound Widening Project
{Figures 3P and 3C of the SR-52 East-West Widening Projecl ISIND/EA/FONSI, Callrans, April 2007).
Information about environmental implications of the required widening of Mast Bouleverd has been included
in the EIR, under each environmental topic, If any fulure Project Improvements to Callrans facllities are
required as a result of the Project, it is understcod that the applicant may be required by Calirans to apply
for & Permit Engineering Evaluation Repert (PEER) to document and reach agreement on the engineering
scope of appropriate improvements lo mitigate traffic impacts prior to applying for an encroachment or
other permit for such improvements in Caltrans right-of-way (ROW),
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Comment
Letter S5

. Elizabeth Shearer-Nguyen
§Aorha'2008 “Nep
“Page 4 LTI @

In order to expedits the process for projects sponsored by a local agency or private developer, it is
recommended a PEER be prepared and included in the Lead Agency’s CEQA document. This
will help expedite the Caltrans Encroachment Penmit Revicw process. The PEER document
forms and procedures can be found in the Caltrans Project Development Procedures Manual
(PDPM). httpz/fwww.dot.ca,gov/hq/oppd/pdpm/pdpmn.htm
hup:ffwww.dot.ca.gov/hq/traffops/developservipermits/pd fflomms/PEER_(TR-0112).pdf

» Besides a 6+ 2 allernative {6 general purpose + 2 reversible lanes), Caltrans is also considering a
5+ 5 alternative (5 lanes each direction). Therefore, the City should also cvaluate the 5+5
scenario.

« By 2010, there will be 3 lanes in each direction on SR-52 between 1-15 and Mast Boulevard.

= Caltrans has no control over the enforcement of the proposed Transportation Demand
Management (TDM) Plan, which includes a traffic monitoring plan to ensure that truck traffic is
within the acceptable limits of operation determined by the City of San Diego Traffic Engineer.
As a result, quarterly information should be provided to Caltrans as part of the Mitigation
Monitoring Program. In addition, Caltrans would request an agreement with the City of San
Diego be established as part of the Mitigation Menitoring Program, whereby if the TDM measures
are not effective in limiting peak period tickets or trips to SR-52, then an. agrecment will be
executed to implement the appropriate fair share payment for mitigation improvements to SR-52.

= The proposed project may jeopardize potential scenic highway designation. Evaluation of these
impacts can not be conclusively determined without post constrizction review by the Caltrans
Scenic Highway Departmental Technical Advisory Committee (DTAC) and approval by the State
Legislature of the DTAC recormmendations. Contact the Statewide Scenic Highway Coordinater,
Senior Landscape Architect Deanis Cadd (916) 654-5370 for further information regarding

certification or decertification of Eligible and Officially Designated Routes.

"= The visual simulations should depict the views for the Interim Height - 990 ams] and within 1 to
5 years of tandfill closure.

o Your view for the road duration assumes 65 MPH travel. This minimizes impacts for speeds
which are often slower.

s The Caltrans Visual Study for the construction of State Route 52 describes scenic vistas which
may be impacted by this project.

o Please obtain a copy of this study from the Caltrans District 11 Environmental Department and
madify your visual analysis accordingly.

Any work performed within Caltrans right-of-way (R/W) will require discretionary review and
approval by the Department. Current policy allows Highway Improvement Projects costing $1

million or less o follow the Caltrans Encroachment Permit process. Highway Imnprovement Projects
"Calrrany improvas mobility across California™
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{cont'd.)

S5-14
{cont'd.)

85-15

55-16

85-17

85-18

85-19
$5-20

§5-21 .

55-22

RESPONSES TO COMMENT LETTER RECEIVED FROM DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
(CALTRANS}, DISTRICT 11, SIGNED BY JACOB ARMSTRONG, DATED APRIL 4, 2008 {LETTER 55)

{centlnued)

Response to Comment 55-15: .

The most SR-52 capacily with the current 8+2 zlternalive in the analysis is 5 lanas in the peax direclion,
This is the same capacity {5 lanes in the peak direction) as the 5+5 altemnative mentioned. Given that the
number of lanes in the peak direclion remains the same under elther scenario, the traffic impact results
would be the same. Significant impacts to the SR-52 mainline were identified in the EIR for every Project
lime-frame, The conclusion that the Project would result in a significant impact to SR-52 would stay the
same for the 5+5 scenario versus 6+2, There is therefore no need to conduct the analysis

Response to Comment §5-16;
Table 4.4-15 has been amended lo reflect the capacity of 3 lanes eastbound, west of Mast Boulevard at
2010. This does notimpaci the analysis or conclusions of the EIR.

Response to Comment §5-17:

I the proposed TOM Plan is successful, the Project would result in NOQ peak hour traffic impacts, either on
local streets or interseclions, or SR-52 mainling or ramps. However, the Project applicant canngt
completely contrel all traffic coming to the landfil. Therefare, since ils success cannot be guaranteed, the
EIR has concluded that there would be a significanl, unmitigated impact. As part of the TDM Plan,
quarterly traffic informaticn comgiled for MM 4.4.5b shall be sent to Caltrans as well. MM4.4.55 has baen
modified accordingly.

The Project is being required to pay falr share for all local freeway improvements in the recent Regional
Transportation Plan (RTF), We do not see a mechanism lo determine fair share fer any unplanned
improvement and Calirans has nol provided a mechanism in this comment. Also, the landfill is pot
expected to contribute vehicular traffic to SR-52 indefinitely. Once the landfill reaches capacity, it would
close down and the number of trigs to and from the landfill would ba well below currently permitted levels.
As desciibed in the Findings of Fact and Statement of Overriding Considerations, the public benefit of the
landfill will outweigh the future cumulatively significant traffic impacts to SR-52 in the event the TDM Plan
does not work.

The City and the applicant are willing 1o discuss ways to structure the miligation if the TDM Plan is not
completely successful.

Sycamore Landfill Mosier Plan Fina! EIR
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RESPONSES TO COMMENT LETTER RECEIVED FROM DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
(CALTRANS), DISTRICT 11, SIGNED BY JACOB ARMSTRONG, DATED APRIL 4, 2008 (LETTER: §5)

(centinuad)

Response to Comment §5-18:

SR-52, from the City of San Diego city imits to SR-67, is eligible for scenic highway designation, bul has
not been so designated. Actual designation requires that 1) the City of Santee request such designation,
and 2) Caltrans personnel conduct an evaluzlion relative to the various scenic highway criteria. According
to the Coordinator, the Calirans Scenic Highway Deparimental Technical Advisory Commitiee (DTAC)
responsible for such review was abolished wo years ago. Even if the highway were designated as
*scenic,” whether or not the landfill would impact that potential future designation would be speculative.
The landfill is an existing condition in this location, and lhe incrementa! effect of the additional increase in
height over existing conditions would be unlikely lo preclude any scenic highway designation. The landfil)
would be at ieast one and one-half miles from the nearest portion of the eligible segment of SR-52, and, as
required by permit conditions and mitigation measures, would be revegetated with native vegetation,

Response fo Comment 55-19:

The visual simulations in the EIR depict the projected interim landfill profiles with dashed lines already, as
well as the post-closure Project afler vegetaticn has become established. As seen in the simulation in EIR
Figure 4.2-22, therz would be little difference between interim profiles at 990 feet AMSL and the profile at
883 fest AMSL shown. During construction of the landfill, areas of the facility most recently graded would
show as bare soil o soil with mulch covering, as described in the EIR, page 4.2-46. Later, as vegetation
becomes established on graded areas left undisturbed for six months or more, the visual contrast with
surrounding natural hilisides would be reduced. Depiction of such characteristics would not change the EIR
conclusion that visual impacts of the Project would be significant and unmitigable, despite the many
measures used to reduce visual contrast.

Response to Comment 85-20:

Comment noted. Althcugh there are times when the speed on SR-52 is slower than 65 miles per hour
{mph), the slower speeds typically occur during morning and afternoon rush pericds, when heavy traffic is
using SR-52. At those times, Iraffic may be reduced to 10-20 mph. Under such conditions, drivers typically
are paying more attention to the bumper of the vehicle ahead of them than to locking around at the
scenery. While passengers may have more time lo look around under such conditions, vehicles with
passengers in addition to the driver represent a smal percentage of rush-hour vehicles. In any event, the
view would be primarily of & vegetated hiliside, with the aclive working face blocked from view by berms.

D00DS5
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. RESPONSES TO COMMENT LETTER RECEIVED FROM DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

{CALTRANS), DISTRICT 11, SIGNED BY JACOB ARMSTRONG, DATED APRIL 4, 2008 (LETTER §5}

{continued)

Response to Comment 55-21:

The District 11 Enviranmental Department provided coples of the relevant sections of the 1882 Cily of San
Diego EIR for Mission Trails Parkway {ECD No. 82-0657), and the 1989 Addendum #5 from the Calirans
Route 52 Visual Study. The 1982 EIR identifies no specific scenic vistas, but anticipates significant visual
impacts ta the area as a resull of roadway cuts and fits. The 1988 document analyzed one view, northerly
towards Spring Canyon from near the intersection of Mission Gorge Road and Falher Junipero Serra Trall.
However, this view was not identifled s an officially designated scenic vista, and two visual simulations in
the Sycamore EIR, Figures 4.2-23 and 4.2-24, bracket that view. As a result, the impacts to any views
analyzed in the prior Caltrans decuments already are discussed in the Project EIR.

Response to Comment $5-22:

This comment outlines Caltrans' procedures for review of work to be performed within the Caltrans right of
way. The applicant would complele a PEER prier to applying for an encreachment permit o other permit
for work within Callrans right-of-way.

Sycamore Londfill master Plan Final EIR
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Letter S5

A TV s
ST O
Elizabeth Shearer-Nguyen
April 4, 2008

Page 5

costing greater than $1 million but less than $3 million would be atlowed to follow a streamlined
project develppment process similar to the Caltrans Encroachment Permit process. [n erder to
detennine the appropriate permit processing of projects funded by others, it is recommended the
concept and project approval for wark to be done on the State Highway System be evaluated through
the completion of a PEER. A PEER should always be prepared, regardless of the cost of
improvements, when new operating improvements are constructed by the permitiee that become part
of the Stale Highway System. These include but are not limited to, signalization, channelization, tum
pockets, widening, realignment, public road connectiens, and bike paths and lanes. After approval of
the PEER and necessary application and supporting documentation an encroachment permit can be
issued,

Highway Improvement Projects greatsr than $3 million, or considered complex projecis, would be
required to adhere to the full Project Development Process (e.g. Project Initiation Documents, Project
Study Reports and Ceoperative Agreements). A Caltrans District responsible unit will be notifisd
and a project manager will be assigned 1o coordinate the project approval.

Furthermore, the applicant’s environmental documentation must include such work in their project

description and indicate that an encroachment permit will be needed. As part of the encroachment

. permit process, the developer must provide appropriate environmental approval for potential

. environmental impacts to State Highway R/W. Environmenta] documentation should include studies
or letters frem qualified specialists or personnel which address the potential, or lack of potential, for
impacts to the following resources in state right-of-way:

Biological resources

Archacological and historic resources
Visual quality

Hazardous waste

Water quality & stormwater
Pre-historic resources

Adr quality

Noise levels

Copies of all project-related environmental documentation and studies which address the above-cited
resources shouid be included with the project proponent’s encroachment permit zpplication to
Caltrans for work within State R/W. If these materials are not included with the encroachment pemmit
application, the applicant will be required to acquire and provide these to Caltrans before the permit
application will be accepted. Encroachment permit submittals that are incomplete can result in
significant delays in permit approval, The developer will also be responsible for procuring any
necessary permits or approvals frorm the regulatory and resource agencies for the improvemsnts.

When g property owner proposes to dedicate property to a local agency for Caltrans use in
conjunction with a permit project, Caltrans will not issue the encroachment permit until the dedication
is made and the property has been conveyed to the Department.

*Caltrans improves mobility acrosx Californio™
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{cont'd.)

$5-22
{cont'd.)

55-23

§5-24

§5-25

$5-26

RESPONSES TO COMMENT LETTER RECEIVED FROM DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
(CALTRANS), DISTRICT 11, SIGNED BY JACOB ARMSTRONG, DATED APRIL 4, 2008 (LETTER $5}

- [continued)

Response to Comment 55-23:

This comment outlines Caltrans' procedures for review of improvement Projecls of more than $3 million or
otherwise considered complex and that are lo be performed within the Caltrans right of way. Comment
noted.

Response to Comment $5-24:

The landiill propeses improvements to Mast Boulavard within Callrans right-of-way (ROW) and discusses
the need for an encroachment permit in the EIR. The details regarding potential environmental impacts
associated with widening of Mast Boulevard have been added 1o the EIR under each applicable
environmental topic. No significant environmental impacts were identified as a result of that analysis.

Response to Comment $5-25;

Comment noted. Copies of the requested Project-relatad environmental documentation will be Included
with the applicant's encroachment permit application and notes the requirements and potential for delay
identified by the commenter.

Response to Comment 55-26:
This comment describss Callrans encreachment permit procedures and does not address the adequacy of
the EIR, therefore no response is necessary.
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Improvement plans for construction within State Highway R/W must include the appropriate
engineering information consistent with the state code and signed and stamped by a prafessional
engineer registered in the State of California. The Department’s Permit Manual contzins a listing of
typical information required for project plans. All design and construction must be in conformance
with the Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) requirements.

Additional information regarding encroachment permits may be obtained by contacting
the Calirans Permits Office at (619) 688-6158. Farly coordination with Caltrans is
strongly advised for all encroachment permirs.

The California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) requires, under Public Resources Code (FRC)
Section 21081.4, the adoption of reporting or monitoring programs when public agencies include
envirenmental impact mitigation as a condition of project approval. Reperiing or monitering takes
place after project approval to ensure implementation of the project in accordance with the mitigation
adopted during the CEQA review process, According to PRC Section 21081.6, when a praject has
impacts that ars of statewide, regiona), or area-wide significance, a reporting or monitoring program
shall be submitted 1o the Department of Transportation (Caltrans). Attached are Caltrans guidelines
for the submittal of reporting or monitoring programs. Please submit the attached information to the
Caltrans Inter-Governmental Review/Development Review contact following project approval,

If you have any questions regarding our comments, please contact me at {619} 688-6960,

Sinx:?fly,

JACOB ARMSTRONG, Chief
Development Review Branch

c: City of Santee

“Caltrans improves mobility across Califarnia ™
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{cont'd.)

$5-27

55-28

55-29

RESPONSES TO COMMENT LETTER RECEIVED FROM DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
{CALTRANS}, DISTRICT 11, SIGNED BY JACOB ARMSTRONG, DATED APRIL 4, 2008 (LETTER S5)

[cantinved)

Response to Comment 55-27;
This comment describes Caltrans procedures for review and approval of improvement plans for

construction within Slate Highway righl of way, Because it does not address the adequacy of the EIR, no
response is necessary.

Response to Comment S5-28:

The comment describes Calirans procedures for review and approval of improvement plans and
encroachment permits. Because it does not address the adequacy of the EIR, no response is necessary.
Requirements for construction within Stale Highway RMW are noted.

Response to Comment $5-29:

Caltrans guidelines for the submittal of reporting or monitaring programs are ncted and the altached
information will be submitied to the Caltrans Inter-Governmental Review/ Developmenl Raview contact
follewing Project approval as requestedirequired.
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4030 Taylor Street, M58 240
Sun Diega, CA 92110
PHONE (6191 655-6960
FaX {619) 6381299

TIY (8001 735-2929

Muy 9, 2008 11-8D-52

PM 1477

Sycamore Landfill E[R
Elizabeth Shearer-Nguyen

City of San Diego Developmental Services Center

1222 First Avenue, MS 801

San Dicgo, CA 92101-4231

Dear Ms. Shearer-Nguyen:

The California Depaniment of Transportation {Caltrans) sent a letter to the City dated April 4, 2008,
detailing our commenis on the Sycamore Landfill Drall Environmental Impact Repon {EIR), Since
the submittal of our letier, Caltrans has had several meetings with City slaff 1o discuss potential
mitigation measures on SR-52, specifically ihe interchange of SR-52 and Mast Boulevard.

In liew of the proposed Mitigation Monitoring Program, the Draft EIR identificd significant impacts
at the SR-32/Mast Boulevard interchange and recommended mitigation measures for the Near-Term,
Interim Year (Year 2019) and Long-Term Year. The DEIR included language that although
significant intpacis have been ideniified, “'lmprovements 1o State facilities arc the sole responsibility
of Caltrans, and such work is done in accordance with the RTP™. Therefore, the DEIR explains that
impacts (e these fucilities will remain significant until the identified Tmprovements have been
completed by Caltrans, or until fair share contributions can be negotiated with Caltrans.

Potential mitigation te 8R-32 should not be determined on the basis or jurisdiction or whether er not
Caltrans has an identified project ar mechanism to collect fair share. We expect the EIR for the
Sycamore Landhill to identify mitigation lo SR-52 and a correspending implementation plan as it
relates to the proposed projeet’s environmental requirements. Caltrans ability to identify 2 project ar
collect fair sharc as part of a local development approval are not appropriate constrainis by which the
EIR should use to determine that impacts 1o SR-52 are unmitigatable, nor are they consistent with the
intenl of CEQA.

In addition, we Turther clarified in our letter on the EIR that the Caltrans SR-52 Managed Lanes
TransNet project docs nol include funding, or design plans for improvements 1o the SR-52/Mast
Boulsvard interchange, and thai no Project Study Reports (PSR's} are cumently planned by Calwans
for the SR-32 corridor at this lime, Therefare, we would expect the improvements be idenlified and
implemented through a Ciiy projeet, whereby Caltrans will participate in dasign review znd approval
through ¢ur permit or project development procedures process. It should also be noted, the Caltrans
SR-52 Managed Lanes project is not expected Lo be complete until the year 2025, This completion
year exceeds the 2015 year identified in the Sycamere Land(fill EIR, which could resclt in 2 delay of
future “tickels™ based on the structure and language of the EIR as il relates to Long-Term impacts of
the Land[ill operatiens,

“Caltrans ipnves mobility weross Califienin™

096069

Flex your powee?
A enrer offctear:

SHA-1

S5A-2

S5A-3

SHA-4

RESPONSES TO COMMENT LETTER RECEIVED FROM DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
{CALTRANS), DISTRICT 11, SIGNED BY JACOB ARMSTRONG, DATED MAY 5, 2008 (LETTER §5A)

Response to Commant S5A-1:
Comment noted.

Response to Comment 35A-2:

It is not clear what the comment means by 'In lieu of the proposed Mitigation Monitoring Program..." The
Miligation Monitoring and Reporting Program (MMRF) included in Chapter 13 of the EIR includes eight
transporlation impact mitigation measures designed to lessen the fraffic impacts from the Project to the
maximum extent feasible. Three of the miligation measures found in the MMRP are physical improvements
to nearby surface streets and intersections. Cne of the tralfic mitigation measures is a “fair share”
contribution to the Calirans SR-52 Maraged Lanes Project. The other four trallic mitigation measures
relate (o 3 kansponation demand management plan (TOM) designed to restrict Praject-relalad peak hour
trips to avoid any significant impacts o aither SR-52 or nearby surface streets. (f the proposed TDM plan
succeeds, the Project would not have any significant impact to SR-52 or nearby surface streets. Because
the landfill owner does not have complete control over the timing of all vehicles desiring to access the
landfilt, it cannot guarantae that the TOM plan will succeed, even if the landfill makes every effert to jully
implement the plan. Because the Project cannot guarantee complete success of the TOM plan, the EIR
conservatively assumes that the impacts may nol be fully mitigated.

After completion of he Orafl EIR, the traffic consullant prepared an updated traffic study using the more
recen! Serigs 10 SANDAG traffic model to analyze the Project's fraffic impacls to SR-52. That study, which
is included in Append D5, demonstrates that even if the TDM ptan is not a complete success, 1he Preject
st would futly mitigate all bafiic impacts on the mainiing of 8R-52. The EIR was rot updated to change
the traffic conclusions hased on the supplemental traffic report, thus the EIR's conclusions are
canservative. EIR Table 4.4-15 shows significant project impacts to the SR-52 mainline, westhound from
Mast Blvd, during the AM paak pericd, and eastbound to Mast Blvd. in the PM peak period, based on the
existing landfill 10.5-hour cperations day, and anlicipated projecl traffic of up to 3,800 ADT associated with
waste haul vehicles, and up to 1,470 ADT from other landfill-related trips {Table 4.4-3, row *2010%). It
identifies that the only physical sclution to the impact is an additional lane in each direction. Since Callrans
is akeady planning for such a roadway expansion (the SR-52 Managed Lanes Project), the EIR praposes
that the applicant pay Callrans an appropriate "fair share” to help to implement thal project (MM 4.4.2). As
per CEQA guidance, such a payment would not mitigate the significant impact until the road improvement
is completed. In the meanlime, the applicant would be deing all that it could to reduce project-related peak
periad travel, through implementation of the TDMP (Mitigation Measures 4.4.5b through 4.4.5d),
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RESPONSES TO CCMMENT LETTER RECEIVED FROM DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
{CALTRANS), DISTRICY 11, SIGNED BY JACOB ARMSTRONG, DATED MAY 9, 2008 (LETTER S5A)

[continued)

Response to Comment 55A-2: {conta)

Significant preject impacts to the SR-52 mainline are also identified in 2025, as shown in EIR Table 4.4-17,
even though it is assumed that the Managed Lanes Project would be completed and in cperation ai that
time. This is due to continued use in the analysis of 2 10.5-hour day, even theugh up to 24-hour operation
has been reguested, and anticipaied increases in landfili traffic up to that ime, including 5,200 ADT from
waste haul vehicles, and up to 1,680 ADT from other landfil-related irips (Tabla 4.4-3, row "2025"). This
impact could be mitigated through physical means of providing an additional freeway lane for each direclion
of travel west of the Mast Blvd. inlerchange, but such a project be in the Caltrans ROW and would far
exceed the project's fair share. Moreover, updated analysis demonstrates that this impact would not exist,
and'in fact potential impacts to the SR-52 mainline would be fully mitigated, thus no mitigation would be
required, Also, a successful TDM pregram separately would fully mitigate all project impacts to SR-52
mainline.

There are no additional feasible physical impravements. Moreover, although the EIR did not rely upon it, if
the landfill expansion operates at the intake levels addressed in the traffic analysis, the long-term impacts
would be short-lived, as the landfill would clese in approximately 2028. In any event, the applicant, Clty
and Caltrans met following submittal of this letter and agreed upon the appropriate falr share miligation.

The traffic siudy analyzed freeway ramp meters at the 2010 and 2025 period, and found no significant
project impacl at the SR-52 Mast Blvd, ramps (EIR Tables 4.4-13 and 4.4-18). Consequently, no mitigation
for ramp impacls is required under CEQA.

Response to Comment S5A-3:

Potential miligation for the Caltrans facilities (freeways and ramps) was not determined based on
jurisdiction, or whether Caltrans has an identified project or mechanism to collect fair share. The EIR
specifically identifies needs for increased capacity (e.g., additional westbound freeway lanes, “freg” or triple
right-turn lanes at the ramps, etc.), and then stales where these improvements may not be feasible due {o
a) the fact they are not in identified projects that could assure thelr implementation, and b) the applicant
and the City both lack jurisdiction to control the implementation of such mitigation. This project cannat fully
fund regional improvements on lhe scale of a freeway mainline widening project. Nonetheless, the project
has been conditicned on previding all feasible mitigation, including a TDM program that could fully mitigate
any impacts. CEQA does not allow an EIR to rely on provisicn of a fair share to conclude an impact has
been mitigated where the applicant and lead agency do not control or have jurisdiction aver the mitigation
area, and where no plan evidencing that funding will be available and implementation will occur is in place,
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RESPONSES TO COMMENT LETTER RECEIVED FROM DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
(CALTRANS), DISTRICT 11, SIGNED BY JACOB ARMSTRONG, DATED MAY 8, 2008 {LETTER 55A}

{continuad}

Response to Comment S5A-3: (conr'd)

and the EIR follows CEQA in calling the impact as significant and unmitigated. Moreover, see Respense to
Comment S5A-2 regarding the updated traffic study which demonstrates ihal there would not be &
significant unmiligated Project impact on SR-52, and that even without that updated study, under the Iraffic
study in the Draft EIR it is possible that the TOM program could fully mitigale any impact that otherwise
would exist on SR-52, if it can be fully implemented.

Response to Comment S5A-4:

"Ths £IR defines the deficiencies for the existing and presumed roadway systems, ang provides potential

mitigation measures. As noled in Response fo Comment S5A-3, the TOM Program, if successiul, would
fully mitigate all impacts to SR-52. In addition, the updated traffic analysis shows that there would be no
significanl cumulative impact on [he SR-52 mainline, Finally, Callrans, the Clty and the applicant have met
since this letter was provided and have agreed upon the appropriate fair share payment,
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Letter S5A

Ms. El jzubeth’ ghearer:Nguyen
N3y 9}! 2008, %, o
Page 2

Given the identificd need for improvements 21 the SR-523/Mast Boulevard interchange and 1he
ubsence almitigation by the Cily of Santee or the Cily of San Diego in their respective EIR's to
miligate impacts associaled with their development approvals for Fanita Ranch in the City of Santce
and Sycamere Landfill in the City of San Dicgo, and the Fact that Caltrans docs not have any plans
for improvements, we fell it was imporians to meet with the local jurisdictions and sizkehalders (o
came to a poteatial resolution or commitment of funding to implement the necessary improvements.

As atesull of our meeiings and coordination with both the City of Santee and San Diege, Callrans
developed a preliminary design for improvements 10 SR-52 and Must Boulevard. Although we do
not agree from a CEQA slandpoint that Caltrans has any obligation 1o design a project in order for 2
Iocal development praject to satisfy their impaet mitigatien, because of the critical need for these
improvements, we have attached a preliminary design for several miligation options ranginyg in scope
und cost, which Czlirans Design staff would be happy to discuss in more detail with the cities and
stzkcholders.

With this infonmation, we would like to request s mecting with Both the City of Santee and City of
San Diego Management and project proponents to discuss the Mitigation Monitoring Program and
potential implemenmation of the proposed design plans, including any cost sharing or execution of

ALTRCIENts,

If you have any questions, please contact me at (619) 683-6960.

Sincerely,

[evelcpment Review Brinch
c: Labib Quasem, City of San Disgo
Tim Daly, City of San Diego

Minjie Mei, City of Santee
Kevin Mallery, City of Santee

“Taltvung imprever mobifits neron Cudiforia "
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{cont'd.)

S5A-5

S5A-6

S5A-7

RESPONSES TC COMMENT LETTER RECEIVEC FROM DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
(CALTRANS), DISTRICT 11, SIGNED BY JACOB ARMSTRONG, DATED MAY 9, 2008 {LETTER S54)

{centinued)

Response to Comment S5A-5: .

The impacis and mitigation measures discussed in the Fanita Ranch EIR and raquired by the City of
Santee are not the sublect of this EIR. The City in this EIR has required mitigation for impacts, including a
fair share payment as required by Mitigation Measure 4.4.2, and a TDM plan, as well as all other feasible
mitigation measures.

Response to Comment S5A-6:
Comment noled.

Response to Comment S5A.T:

Represenlatives of the Cily of San Diego, the City of Santee, and the applicant met with Caltrans
representatives on June 5, 2008, At the meefing, the preliminary design plans attached lo this comment
letter were discussed and it ultimately was agreed that the applicant would make & fair-share contribution of
$1,500,000 1o Caltrans through the City of San Diego, to be used to help widen the westbound on-ramp at
Mast Boulevard and SR-52. Caltrans confirmed that the $1,500,000 payment would be the Project’s fair-
share as identified in the EIR in Mitigation Measure 4.4 2.
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Letter S6

‘;ul'w%'
ié"" 's‘: CTATE OF CALIPORNIA 4"‘% RESPONSES TO COMMENT LETTER RECEIVED FROM STATE OF CALIFORNtA, GOVERNOR'S
, { ” } OFFICE OF PLANNING AND RESEARCH, STATE CLEARINGHOUSE AND PLANNING UNIT, SIGNED

GOVERNOR'S OFFICE of PLANNING AND RESEARCH N BY TERRY ROBERTS, DATED APRIL 8, 2008 ‘
STATE CLEARINGHOUSE AND PLANNING UNIT ok {LETTER $6)
CYNTHIA BXYANT
DrueToR
Aprit £, 2008 Response to Comment S6-1;

In this transmittal, the OPR provides comments submitted by the Cafifornia Native American Heritage
Commission and the California Integraled Waste Management Board; these comments hag previously

E“;‘”F? Sh;m_Ngum been recelved and are included in these Responses fo Comments as Comment Letter 53, Response
ity of San Diego

1222 Ficat Avenue, M5-501 _ . Humber $3-1, and Comment Letler S1, Response Numbers $1-1 through $1-17. No response 1o the OFR
San Dicgo, CA 921014135 : transmittat is required.

Subject: Sycamore Landfill Mester Plan
SCH#: 2003041057 .

Dear Elizabeth Shearer-Nguyen:

The Slate Clearinghouse submitted the sbove named Draft EIR to selected state agencies for review, Cnthe
enclosed Documient Deradls Report please note thar the Clearinghouse has listed the state sgoncies that
reviewed your document, The review period closed oo Apsil 7, 2008, and the comments from the
responding egency (ies) is (ere) eoclosed, Ifthis comment packsge is not in order, pleasc notify the State
Clearinghouse immedintely. Please refer to the project’s ten-digit State Clearinghouse ournber in future
correspendence 50 that we may respond prormptly,

Please note that Section 21104{c) of the California Public Resources Code states that:

“A responsible or other public agency shall only make sut ive comments Tegarding those 86" 1
activities involved in 2 project which are within an area of expertiss of the agency ar which are
required to be carried out or approved by the agency. Those comments shall be supporied by
specific documentation.”

These comments ere forwarded for use in preparing your final eovironmental docurment. Should you need
more information or clarification of the cnclosed comments, we recommend that you cenfacl the
commeuting agency dircctly.

This letter acknowledges that you have complied with the State Clearingbouse review requiremeats for draft
- eovironmental documenn, pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act. Pleasc contact the State
Clearinghousc 8t (716) 445-0613 i you have any questi ding the covirt 1 review process.

Sincerely,

Terry R¥6cns

Drrccior, State Clzaringhouse

Enclosures
cc: Resources Agency

1400 10th Street  P.D.Box 3044  Sacramento, California 95812-3044

(916) H5-0617  PAX (516)323-2018  www.apragov
0000635
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LI R I State Clearinghause Data Base

SCH# 2003041037
Praject Title  Sycamore Landfill Master Plan
Lead Agency San Dlego, Clty of

Comment

Letter S6
{cont'd.)

Type EIR ©DraftEIR

Description  East Eliot Community Plan Amendment, Amendmeni of the Progresa Gulde and General Ptan,
Rezoning of the Sita to IH-2-1 (Industdal), Amendmant to Planned Davelopment Permit/Site
Deavelopment Parmit, Approval of 8 Consolidated Parcel Map, Publl Right of Way and Easement
Vacations, Gran! Deed, and Roadway Encroachment Pamit for the ¢ontinued devalopment of
Sycamare Landflll. Under the Master Plan, the landfil footprint would Increase by approximately 187
feet, to a maximum hieght of 1,050 fast AMSL. This would resu't In an Incraasa In municipal aclid
waste {MSW) capacity from approximataty 71 millon cublc yards {mcy) undor the current pfan; to 131
mcy. Under the Master Plan, the average dalty waste ga ls tal trom the cument
3,985 tons per day (tpd) to 8 maximum of 13,000 1pd, anticipatad lo accur In 2025, with the Increzse
proposad in a serles of steps, depanding on whan and at what rale salld wasta Is ganerated In the
raglon. To facllitata tha expanalon, new anclllary las, Including larger sedimentation basins, a
larger scales area, 8 maintenance area, and a new administrativa office would be constructed south of
the landfill. The project site [3 generally bound by MCAS Miramar to the narth, the aastern ridga line of
Littla Sycamora Canyon to the wast. The project is within the East Elllat Community Planning Area. In
addition, naw transmisslon lne structures would ba bullt within the exlsting SDGAE transmissian fine
easement areas.

Lead Agency Contact
Name Elizabath Shaarar-Nguyan
Agency City of San Diego

S6-1

Phone (518)446-5363 Fax
emall .
Address 1222 First Avenue, MS-501 (cont'd.)
City San Diege State CA  Zip B2101-41235
Project Location
Couwnty San Diego
Gity  San Diego
Reglon
Cross Streets  Mast Boulevard
Farce! Na,
YTownship Range Saction Base
Proximity to:
Highways 52,125
Alrports  Gellespla Fisld
Raiiways .
Waterways .
Scheals’ .
Lend Use RS-1-8 and Open Space
Project issues  AsstheticVIsual; Alr Quality; Archaeglogic-Historle; Coastal Zons; Cumulative Effects; Flood
Plain/Flooding; Geologlc/Seiamic; Growth Inducing; Noise; Other lssuas; Solf
Frosior/Campaction/Grading; Solld Waste; Trafflc/Circulation; Vegetation; Water Quallty;
Watland/Riparian: Wildlifa
'
Reviewing Resources Agency; Raglonal Water Quality Contral Board, Reglon 9; Department of Parks and
Agencles Recreation; Native Amarican Haritage Ci lon; Integrated Wasta Maragement Board; Office of
Histaric Praservation; Oapartment of Fish and Game, Region §; Department of Watar Resources;
Department of Conservation: Californla Highway Patrol; Caltrans, District 11; Caltrans, Divisien of
Note: Bfanks In data fields result from Insufficlent Informatlon gravidad by lead agancy.
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‘Document Datails Repart '

P WL

_“Ef; L ¥ 55 @f} 2y State Clearinghouse Data Base (COﬂt d)

-, L e t.—

" Asronautics; Alr Resources Board, Major Industrial Prejects; Dapartmant of Toxc Substances Control;
Othar - Public Commants - 86_1
{cont'd.)

Date Received 02/22/2008 Start of Review 022272008 End of Review 0410772008 ‘

Nota: Blanks In data felds result from Insufficient Infermation provided by lead agancy.
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1111 (contd.)
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SIAIE DF CACFORNIA Amgld
NATIVE AMERICAN HERITAGE COMMISSION

916 CAPITOL MALL, ROOM 354
SACRAMENTD, CA €304

S &
ay (#76)
e e RECEIVED Clear
o]
March 10, 2008 MAR 1 4 2008 H -é
Ma, Ellzabeth Shearer-Nguyern, Planner STATE CLEARJNG House

CITY OF 5AN DIEGO DEVELOPMENT SERVICES DEFARTMENT
1222 Flrst Avenus
San Dlego, CA 82101

opmaentat {m| Ra DEIR) for Sycamar:
an Diege: San Diege Cg Calitarnia

Dear Ms. Sherar-Ngyuen

The Matve American Haritags Commission I the state agancy deslgnated t protect California's Native
Amarican Culturel Resourcas, The Californla Environmental Quality Act {CEQA) requires that any project that
causes @ subsiantal adverse change in the slgnificance of an histarical tesource, thet includes archaeological
reaources, is a ‘significant effect’ raquiring the preparation of an Environmental Impact Report (EIR]) per the Califomia
Code of Reguiatons §15064 5(b){c {CEQA guidelines). Section 15382 ol the 2007 CEQRA Guidelines defines a
significant impact on the envlronmant ey *a substantial, or potentally substantial, advarsa change ih any of physical
condiions within an area stfected by tha proposed pioject, ineluding .., objects of historic or aesthedc significance.”
In order to comply with thig provision, the lead agency ia required to assess whether the project will have an adverse
Impact on these resources within tha* ar:u aof potsnhal effact (APEY, and it 50, to mitigate that effect. To adequately N
assess the project-related Impacts on h I ri , the C J da the following actian:
¥ Centact the eppeopriate California Histariz Resources Information Camur[CHRIS)far pessible 'recordad sites' in
locetions whare the development will or might occur.. Cantact infarmation for the Informatan Center nearest you is
availabla rom the State Cffics of Historic Pieservation (316/653-7278) http:www.ohp.parks.ca.gov, The record
search will determina:
= Ifa part or the entire APE has been praviousty surveyad for cultural resources.

* Ifany known cultural resourcea have already baen recorded In or adjacent to the APE. ‘

+  If the prebabllity ia low, moderate, or high that cuiw:a\ resources are focatsd in the APE.

= Ifasurvey ls raquired to d Ine whathar pi ¥ d cultural are presant

+ It an archasciogical inventory survey is :equlrad the final stage is the preparation of a prefessional report detailing

tha findings end recammendations ¢f the records saarch and field nuway

«  The final repert containing sita forms, site ificance, and mitig 3 should be submitted
Immediately to the planning department. All information regarcing elta locatione, Native American human
Temains, and associatad funerafy pbjects shotld be in a separate confdental addandum a4 Tiot be made
avallable for puble didclosura.

*  The final writtan repcrt should ba submittad within 3 moanths after wark has been cnmpleted 1o the appropriate
reglonal archaeclogical |nformetion Centar.

¥ Contact the Natve Amedcan Haritaga Commissian (NAHC) for;

* A Sacred Landa File (S_F} search of the project sres and infarmaton on tribal contacts In the project

vicinity thet may have additional cultvral resource information. Pleasa provide this office with the following

citatioh format to aesiat with the Sacred Landa Fils search raquest: USGS 7,5-minute quadrangie citation

washi jon: .

=  Tha NAHC advises the uge of Native Amarican Monitors te enaure proper |dentification ane care given cultural

reaourcas that may be dlscovumd. Tha NAHE recommends that contact be made with Matve Amercan
o h 1o get their input on potential project impact {APE). In some cases, the existencs of

a Native American culturel resources may be known only to a loca! triba(s).

v Lack of audace evidence of ercheclogical resources doea not prechude thalr |ubsurfaca existance,

« Lead agencies should Include In their mitlgation pian provisions for the identification and evaluation of
sccidentally discovered archan\ogmal rescurces, per Callfornia Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) §15084.5 (f).
In preas of [dentfied arch fvity, @ certified ar glst and a culturally affiliated Natlve:
Amaerican, with knowledge in cultural resources, shauld mentltor all ground-disturbing activities.

= Aculturally-afflistad Native Amatlcan kibe may ba the only scurca of informatian 2bout & Sacred Site/Native
Amercan cultural resource.

*  Lead agencies should include in their mitigation plan provisions for the disposition of recovered artitacts, in
consultation with cutturally affilistad Natlve Americane,
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Letter S6
O 0 :\} } \:’ :q (contd.)

¥ Lead apancles ahould Inciuda pravislona for discevery of Native American human remains ar unmarked cemetariea
In thair mitigatton plans.
*  CEQA Guidelines, Section 15064.5(d) requires tha lead agency to wodk with the Native Amercans identified
by this Commission If the Inltia! Study identifles the prasence cr likely presence of Nativa American human
ramains withln the APE. CEQA Guldelinea provlde for agreements with Nativa American, Identified by the
MNAHC, 10 wasura tha appropriate and dignified treatment of Native American human remalns and any assoclated
grave llena.
V¥ Health end Safety Code §7050.5, Public Resources Cada §5067.68 and Sec. §15084.5 (d) of the California Code
of Regulatons (CEQA Guidelines) mandata procedures ta ba follewed, Including that construction or excavation be
stopped In the event of an accldental discovery of any human remains In a location other than & dedicated cemetery
until the county coroner or medical examiner can detsrmine whather the remzins are those of a Natve American. .
Mote that §7052 of tha Health & Safaty Coda states that disturbance of Native Amedcan cameteries is a felany,
sad 84g g zhoyl: ce, pg defined h gde of Regulatiops QA
i Iqoi I r i a rng thy gourge rofe: n v

Attachment Llat of Native Amarcan Contacts

Ce: Stata Cleadnghouse

 D000EY
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{916) 341-6051
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{916)341-6018
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{918)341-8010

GARY PETERSEN
GPETERSEN(@CTWMB.CA GOV
{916) 1415035

T4 . Comment

e Letter S6

(cont'd.)

CALIFORNIA INTEGRATED o,
WASTE MANAGEMENT BOARD i

100t | STREET, SACRAMENTD, CALIFORNIA £581 4 P.0. BOX 4025, SACRAMENTG, CALIFORNLU D5B | 24045
{516) 3415000 + WWW.CIWH.CAGOY

March 25, 2008

Ms Elizabeth Shearer-Nguyen
City of San Diego

1222 First Avepue, MS-501
San Diego, CA 92101-4135

Subject: * SCH No. 2003041057 — A Draft Environmental Impact Report for
a proposed Master Plan to provide additional land £l dispasal
capacity at Sycamore Landfill, Solid Waste Facility Permit
(SWFP) No. 37-AA-0023, City of San Diego, County of San
Diego

Dear Ms Shearer-Nguyen:

Thank you for allowing the California Integrated Waste Management Board’s
(Board) staff to provide comments for this proposed project and far your agency’s
consideration of these comments 2s part of the California Environmental Quality
Act (CEQA) process.

Board staff has reviewed the envireomental document cited above and offers the
following project description, analysis znd our recommendations for the proposed
praject based on our understanding of the preject. 1f the Board's project
description varies substantially from the project as understood by the Lead
Apgency, Board staff requests incorporation of any significant differences in the
Final Environmental Impact Repert,

PROPOSED PROJECT DESCRIPTION

The City of San Diego Development Services Department, acting a5 Lead

Agency, has prepared and circulated a Draft Environmental Impact Report

proposing to:

* increase landfill capacity fom 71 million cubic yards to 157 million cubic
yards;

» phased increase in daity tonoage limits for Municipal Solid Waste up to
13,000 tons per day in 2025, although annual tonnage currently is limited by

000020

the Franchise Agreement at 3965 tons per day;
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DEIR Sycamore Landfill |

March 25, 2008

+ 1new long term disturbance of less than 39 acres of additional sensitive habitat
resulting from proposed development of the landfill, Jandfill ancillary
facilities and relocation of transmission lines with an approximate 26 acre

- increase in the disposal fcntpnnt
"« avertical cxpanSmn uf 167 f:zl 1

.'mean sea leval;

a ma.ir.i.mfim"'el::vatipn of 1050 feet above

"« estimated clogure dates of 2023 depcndm_g on llm.lu cstabhshad by the

. Franchise Agreement;

¢ intreased hours of 0pcranon.

e r:locanon of power transmission lines;

» . continued processing and removal of aggregate matenals,
« processing of green and wood waste;

ccmpostmg,

-.;-- [ protedsing uf‘ copstruction and demolition materials;

» future expansion of the exist co-gcneranou plam and
* increasing solid waste truckloads to 1295 pr.r day from 7 pm to 7 am not to

exceed 259 per hour.

Entitlement for Sycamore Landfill

Current Entitlements

2004 SWEFP Proposed Entitlements
Total Permitted Acreage 491 acres 519 geres
- Permitted Disposal . " 3247%cres - +.:358.2 acres
Acreage
Total Capacity 71 mey 151 mey
Maxiroum Permitted 1
Tomnage for Disposal 3965 tons per day 6800 tons per day
Construction and
Demolition Debsis 500 tons per day’
Greens 650 tons per day’
Imported Base Material 400 tons per day
Class B Biosolids 400 tons per day’
Other Recyclables " 7 tons per day”
Total Material Received 5000 tons per day’
Peak Elevation %83 feet above mean sea | 1050 feet above mean sea
level level
; 434 feet above mean sea .
Maximum Depth level No change
Estimated Closure 2031 2028
Maximum Petmitted
Vehicles per Day 620 1520
! _Hours of Cperation .. . 6:00 AM -4:30 PMM-F 3/ " . 24 hours per day

'600AM 4OGPMS 5

[

Ul RCEQAR 003 DOCSCTTIES Sen Diege - CinACOMMENT LETTERS\DEIR Syexmore Landfitl 3T-AA-002) 1.25.de¢
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Py . {cont'd.)
s OB Sybamire Landsl March 25, 2008

1 9,400 tons per day in 2010, 10,700 tons per day in 2015, 11,800 tons pey day in 2020 and -
13,000 tons per day in 2025 and thersafter, unn! closure.

2 Estmated three percent per year increase, reac.‘mng up to §77 tons per day in 2025 and
958 tons per day in 2028.

3 Peak number of vehicle round mp. one trip in m.d one tnp out wuuld equal a ound trip.

~This nu.mher would escalate with {nercasey in !ulmai: to 2, 535 in 20101'2011 1:M5in

2015/2016; 3,170 i 2020/2021 dnd 3,440 from 2025!2026u£:b] closure,

... 4 Estimated four percent per yca: mcr:n:c R:a:h.m up ta 1 140 mns p:r dayin 2025 and

Rt U] 246 tons per day in 2028, ¢

5 Estimated four percent per year increase. R:ach.mg up o '701 tons per day in 2025 and
‘766 tons per day in 2028,

6 Increasing te 13 fons per day in 2028,

7  Inereasing te 16,700 tons per day in 2028, Daily totals rounded up.

There were seven areas where impacts were considered significant, with
mitigation, four of those impacied areas were considercd less than significant and
three were considered Significant and Unmitigatable: .. .. - .

Less than Significant with Mitigation
» Land Use

+ Biological Resources (a!l other)

» Paleontological Resources

+ Noise

e ng,mﬁca.m and Ummngatahlc RPN
L. Jal.Landform Alteration/Visual Quality., .. s
TR Bmlogu:a.l Rescurces (cumulative meacts ta Nauvr.G*rass a.nds)
v weeee e Traffic/Circulation/Parking - .
-+ »  Ajr Quality/Odor and cumulative u:npacts 1o Gr:enhnu.s: Gas:sa'Chmate
Change

BOARD STAFF'S COMMENTS

As a Responsible Agency for Solid Waste Facilities Permit concurreace, Board
staff will conduct an environmental analysis for this projset, using the Draft

" Environmental Impact Report developed by the Lead Agency, in accordance with
Title 14, California Code of Regulations {14 CCR), Section 15056, To assist in
our review of the Draft Environmental Impact Report for Solid Waste Facilities
Permit concurrence purposes, Board staff request that the following comments
and questions be considersd and addressed in the Final Environmestal Impact
Report.

_For clarity and convenience, questions and comments that Board staff is secking a
specific response to will be italicized so the reader can maore casily locate and
 respond to them. Board staff will also meke siatements that in their opinion are
- fact, if those staternents are incorTect ar unclear please riotify Board staff, By the
“environmental document not .rpen::ﬁca!b;prah:bmng amaction or activity that
does not give tacit approval to perform that action or activity.

S3-

UAAtaMCEQA 08 DOCSCTTIES\San Diege - CitACOMMENT LETTERSDER Sysamors Landfill 17-AA-001] 1-25.dog
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nEm‘sycmm Landfill March 25, 2008

Statement of Overriding Cousiderations

Significant impacts-after mitigation io the environment have been identified in the
- area of Landform ‘Alteration/Visual Quality, Biclogical Resources (cumulative
':'mpacts to Native Gmsslands) ‘Traffic/Circulation/Parking and-Air Quality/Odar
" and curmulative xmpacts 16 Greenhouse Gase#/Climate Cht\uge Pléase forward
the Sta:emenr of Overna'mg Canstdemnans io lhe Boara’ prmr 1o ‘adoprion by the
approving agency. :

Final Elevation

The environmental document indicated that the final elevation is 1650 feer above
mean sea level — is that with or without final cover? Ifit is not with final cover
what will be the elevation at closure with final cover?

Permitted Site

The envircnmnental document indicates that the site is 493 acres prior to this
expansicen; the current Solid Waste Facility Permit indicates the site to be 491
acres. What is the correct permitted site acreege?

A]ternat]v: Dal.ly Cover

The cnwronmcnta.l documeut mdxcates that only gruu.nd g:n:zn: a.nd wood waste
will be used for Alternative Daily Cover. Are there any ather types alternative
daily cover anticipated for use? There are a number of types of Alternative Daily
Cover qpproved by the Baara' to be u.:ea‘ there needs to be a site specific
analysis.

Acceptance of Waste

Sycamore Landfill may accept all type of wastes allowed under 27 CCR Sections
20220 and 20239, including dewatered sludge, waler treatment sludge and
intinerator ash,

Traffic/Peak Traffic

On page ES-4 it is stated “Limiting of (7:00 PM to 7:00 AM) solid waste

" truckloads to 1295 per day and no more than 259 per hour (noise).” It appears
that solid waste is only received between 7:00 PM and 7:00 AM. Please clarify
what the peak traffic cmermg the landfill on a daily basis, mcludmg any
limitations.

4=
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DEIR Sycamore Landfll March 25, 2008

Disposal Capaéity

On page 3-2 it {3 stated that “velumetric capacity would be increased by
~ . approximately §6 million cibic yards.”} Ifyau add !hn cx:su.qg 71 millior cubic
- yards to the; approx:.mat:ly g5 rml.hon cubxc yards you gct approxmatcly 157
. -m.l]hon cublc yards, not the 151 mﬂhon cubn: yards 83 stat m mu.lt\plc tocations
s th:oughoul the environmental document Plea.ve cIanfy c_!_ua.’ approximare
number ofcubxcyard: ofvo.’umernc capac:ry aﬁer this proposed expansion.

Composting

As far a requiring an additional permit to compost at a fully permitted landfill,
none would be required at this time, the composting woutd be done under the full
Sclid Waste Facilities Permit for landfill operations. This is subject to changs and
the final decisicn would be made by the Lacal Enforcement Agency.

At such time as this site is permitted as a full Sclid Waste Facility to compost, an
Odor Impact Minimization Plan must be prepared. Information can be found at

- httpiifwww, ciwmb, ca, pov/regulations/Title ] 4/ch3 L htmiarticled or refer to
14CCR Section 17863.4,

Board staff recommends that since there appears to be odor impacts from the
existing landfill operations an Odor Impact Minimization Plan might be
..deven'oped nowfar use in m:mmzzmgprﬂsenr odors., -, o - .7

Pzak Tonnage ) o

The table prescnted (Table 3.2-3) lists all the types of material to be received by
the landfill by tonnage. The last two columns, column 9 and 10 reference average
tonnages, Board staff needs to have specific or pezk tonnages per day. Please
either disclose the peak tonnages or affirm that the "averages" are in fact the
peak tonnages to be received on a daily basis. What is the peak tonnage of
aggregate leaving the site on a datly basis, if known?

Board staff is of the understanding that the pezk daily tonnage for Municipal
Solid Waste would escalate periodically beginning at 6800 1ons per day. The
environmental document states “Of course, the actual tonnage accepted on a daily
basis would vary, with the 13,000 tpd representing the maximum ameount that
could be accepted on auy given day.” Is it the inten? that the peak tonnage is
13,000 tons per day from the time this environmental document is certified ond a
new Solid Wasie Facilities Permit is concurred on by the Board? If not, please
clarify the peak tonnages for Municipal Solid Waste.

Z5-
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Hours of Operation

The Construction and Demolition Debris Processing and Greens Processing wilt
' ‘operate' Monday through Friday, 6 AM through 8 PM. Mainténance Operations are
anticipated to go on 24 hours per day, Aggregate Operations will continue Monday
. through Friday 6 AM through 4:30 PM and Saturday 6 AM through 4 PM. Public
* drop-offand r:cyclmg wlIl operate from 7 AM mruugh G'PM Mondsy through
‘Sawmrday, - -

Tkis environmental document leaves operational hours and days of aperation
relarively open and it is nor the Board's desire to limit thoze hours and days of
operation but would like 10 know what is being done and when. As an example,
when will the landfill working face be "closed” or when will Municipal Solid
Waste be received? Bspecially with 24 hour operations within a city or neara
city, there is the concem regarding continual impacts fom noise, ground shaking,
air quality and glare from nighttime operations to mention a few,

Daily Cover

If there will be continual disposal of waste ar the working face, when and under
what circumstances er dazly cover/ahemanve dat]y cover be applred ?

Landfill Operations

In trying te decipher what days and hours the landfill is to operate for disposal
Secticn 3.2.2.4 states “Actual hours of operation would be set by the Landfil}
General Manager, based on the balancing of many competing operational
consideratiens.” Which in Board staff"s opinion leaves kours for receipt of
Municipal Solid Waste and disposal thereof open for determination by the landfili
operator. Please indicate the hours for the receipt of waste.

Mitigation Measures

The Mitigation Reparting or Monitoring Program should alse indicate that
agencies designated to enforce mitigation measures in the Environmental Impact
Report have reviewed the Mitigation Reporting or Monitoring Program and
agreed that they have the authority and means to accomplish the designated
enforcement responsibilities.

SUMMARY
The Board staff thanks the Lead Agency for the opportunity to review and
camment on the Draft Environmental Impact Report and hopes that this comment

letter will be useful to the:Lead Agmcy il carrymg out lh::r respnnslh:lmcs in the
CEQA proccss v

_6-
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The Board staff requests capies of any subsequent environmental documents
including, the Firal Environmental Impact Report, the Report of Facility
Information/Joint Techrical Document, any Statzments of Ovemiding

_ Consideration, copies ufpuhhc notices, a.nd  any Notlces ochtermmatmn for this
pm_[ﬂl‘.t . -

JSE _._Pleasc rafcr 14 CCR § :5094(&) that stats _ 1{ e proje tregu;;;e
within five worlcmg days of this approval, file a copy of the notice of
determination with the Qffice of Plannipg and Research [State Clearingheuse],”

The Board staff requests that the Léad Agency provide a copy of its responses to
the Board's comments at least ten days before certifying the Final Environmental
Impact Report. Refer to Public Resource Code, Section 21082.5(a).

If the decunent is certified during a public hearing, Board staff request ten days
advance notice of this hearing, If the docwment is certified without a public
hearing, Board staff roquests ten days advance notification of the date of the
certification and project approval by the decision-making body.

If you have any questions regarding these comments, please contact me at

916,341.6728 or ¢-mail me at rseamansf@ciwmb.ca.gov,

Sincerely,

Raymond M. Seamans
Waste Compliance and Mitigation Program
Permitting and LEA Support Division
South Branch Permitting
Environmental Review
Califorpia Integrated Waste Macagement Board

cc: -+ Bill Marcinjak
Waste Compliance and Mitigaticn Program
Permitting and LEA Support Division
South Branch Permitting, Region 4
California Integrated Waste Management Board

_ Liilian Conrae, Supemsnr
‘Waste Compliance and Mitigation Prugra.m
. Permitting 2nd LEA Support Division -
South Branch Permitting, Region 4
California Integrated Waste Management Bonrd

-7

U:AllataMCEQANIO0E DOCS\CTJ.TH\SM Dixge - CitdCOMMENT LETTERS\DEIR Syaumate Landfill 37-AA-G023 1-25.doc

300976

Sycamore Landfill master Plan Final EIR RTC-71 Sepiember 2008




Comment

Letter S6
. ':3 1) {contd.)

La®aniu March 25, 2008

Bill Prinz, Program Manager

City of San Diego

Development Services Department

‘1010 Second Avenue, Suite 600 MS 6061
San Diego, CA 921014998

Neil Mohr (via email)

_g-
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STATE OF CALIFORNIA

GOVERNOR'S OFFICE of PLANNING AND RESFARCH
STATE CLEARINGHOUSE AND PLANNING UNIT

ARNOLD SCHWARZENEGGER
GOVERNOR

Comment
Letter S7

(o
N

CYNTHIA BRYANT
DIRECTOR

April 11, 2008

" Elizabeth Shearer-Nguyen
City of San Diego
1222 First Avenue, MS-501
San Diego, CA 921014135

Subject: Sycamnore Landfill Master Plan
SCH#: 2003041057

Dear Elizabeth Shearer-Nguyen:
The eoclosed comment (s) on your Draft EIR was (were) received by the State Clearinghouse after the end
of the state Teview period, which closed on April 7, 2008, We are forwarding these comments to you
because they provide information or raise issues that should be addressed in your final eoviranmental
dogument.
The California Environmental Quality Act does niot require Lead Agencies to respond to late comments,
However, we socourage you to incarporate these additional comments into your final envirenmenis]
document and to consider them priar to taking final action on the proposed project.

" Pleass contact the State Clearinghouse a1 (916) 445-0613 if you have any questions concerning the
eovironmental review process. If you have a question regarding the above-named project, please refer to

the ten-digit State Clearinghouse mumber (2003041057) when contacting this office.

Sincerely,

;.ﬁ/vz L~

Senior Planner, State Clearinghonse

Enclosures
cc: Resources Agency

1409 10th Street  P.0.Box 3044  Sacremento, California 95813-3044

(516) 445-0613  FAX {916) 323-3014  www.opr.cagov
000078

S7-1

RESPONSES TO COMMENT LETTER RECEIVED FROM STATE OF CALIFORNIA, GOVERNOR'S
CFFICE CF PLANNING AND RESEARCH, STATE CLEARINGHOUSE AND PLANNING UNIT, SIGNED
BY TERRY ROBERTS, DATED APRIL 11, 2008

{LETTER §7)

Response to Comment 57-1:

In this transmitial, OPR provides comments submitted by the California Department of Fish and Game
jointly with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, The letter was previously received and incorporated into
these responses as Comment Letter F2, Response Numbers F2-1 through F2-35. No respanse to the
CPR transmitlal is required.
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= e pich Gnd wildlife Service

California Department of Fish and Gawne

Carlsbad Figh and Wildlife Office South Coast Regian
6010 Hidden Valley Road 4945 Viewridge Avenus
Carlsbad, Califorala 92011 San Dlego, Californiza 92123
(760) 431-9440 (858) 4674201
FAX (760) 431-9618 PAX (B58) 4674259
In Rzply Refer To:
FWS/CDFG- SAN-68B0434-08TAD4T3
APR 10 2008
Ms. Elizsbeth Shearer-Nguyen RE CEIVE D iear
City of San Dicgo

Development Services Department
1222 First Avenue, Mail Station 501
San Diego, California 92101

Sﬁbject: Comments on the Draft Environmental Impact Report for the Proposed Sycamore Landfill
Master Plan, City of San Diege, San Diego County, California (Project No. 5617; SCH
#2003041057)

Dear Ms. Shearsr-Nguysn:

The California Department of Fish aed Game (Departmeat) and the U.S, Fish and Wildlifs Service
(Service), collectively the Wildlife Agencies, have reviewed the above-referenced draft Eovironrnental
Impact Report {DEIR) for the Proposed Sycamorc Landfill Master Plan (Project), dated February 21,
2008, The Wildlif= Apencies appreciate the time extension until April 1G, 2008, granted by the City of
San Diego for providing comments on the DEIR. The comments previdad herein are based on the
information provided in the DEIR, the Wildlife Agencies’ kmowledge of sensitive and declining
vegetative communities, end our participation in regional conservation planning efforts, Bascd on our
review of the DEIR, we have concerns regarding the inadequacy of the DEIR in! 1) avoiding,
minimizing, and mitigating impacts to blolegical resources, and 2) providing & thorough assessment of
the cumulative effects of the propased Project.

The Depatroent is a Trastze Agency and a Responsible Agency pursuent to the California
Eavironmenta! Quality Act (CEQA), Sections 15386 and 15381 respectively. The Department is
responsible for the conservation, protection, and management of the State"s biclogical resources,
including rare, threatened, and endangered plant and animal species, pursuant to the California
Endangersd Species Act (CESA), and administers the Narral Community Conservation Planning
Program (NCCP), The primary concern and mendate of the Service is the protection of public fish and
wildlife resources and their habitats. The Service has legal responsibility for the welfare of migratory
birds, anadromous fish, end endangered animals and plants occurring in the United States. The Service
is nlso responsible for administering the Endangered Species Act of 1973, as amended (Act) (16 U.S.C.
1531 et seq.). "

The Sycamore Landfill site is located in the eastern edge of the City of San Diego, with access via State
Route (SR) 52/Mast Boulevard interchange. The site comprises approximately 493 acres in Little

TAKE PRIDEf%= #
INAMERICASSY
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Sycamere Canyon, of which appreximately 150 ecres hava besn disturbed to date by prior and 4o-going
Iandfl cperations and sxcavation, part of approximately 380 acres approved for disturbance under
existing permits. The proposed Profect woeld iperease the existing landfill area by 26 acres, for a total
foatprint of approximately 510 acges. Also, the height would increase by 167 feat (existing plan sllows
8§83 feet) for an ellowsble meaxdmum height of 1,050 feet. The expunsion of the landfill would also
includs additional ancillary facilitics end relccation of a San Diego Gas & Electric (SDG&E}
transmission lins, corsisting of 2 230 kilovelt (kV) wansmission lins, a 138 KV transmission ling, and o
69 KV transtnission line that curentty extends diagenally through the landfill site. The City of San
Diego's Mission Trails Regianaf Park is located approximately 3,500 feet south of the [andfill site,
separated by SR 52. The vegetation camemunities located on and surrcunding the site include charmise
chaparral, Diegan coasta] sage scrab, coastal sage scoub/native grassland, coastal sage scrub/oon-native
gressland, valley needlepracs grassland, southemn mixed cheparrel, npn-nativs graesland, ead mule fat
scrub. The proposed master plac expansion would impact 2.14 acres of pative grassland, 10.61 acres of
chamise chaparrel, 21.81 eores of Diegen coaytal sage scrub, 1.79 acres of Diegan coastal ssge .
scrub/native grassland, 0,79 acre of constal sage sorub/non-native grasstand/pative grassland, 0,38 acre
of southemn mixed chaparral, 0.09 scre of mule fat serub and 0,64 acre of non-native grasaland, Sensitive
wildlifs species detected during prior surveys included the federslly-listed threatensd coastal Califomia
guarcarcher (Polioptila ealiforniea californica), state protected white-tailed kite {Elanus leucurus),
grasshopper Spartew {Ammodramuy sevarnarim), which fs State-listzd species of spocinl concem
(88C), and southern Califeriia mifous-crowned sparrow (Aimophila ruficeps 5

In addition to impacts 1o sensitive plant communities the following Stat-listed species of special
‘cancarn wonld be impacted with implamentation of the proposed Project: 10 Nuttal’s scrub ok
(Quercus dumosa); 1,362 San Dicgo goldenstar (Mudila clevelandiiy; 95 San Disgo coast bamrel cactus
(Ferocactus viridescens); and 12,621 varisgeied éudlcya (Dudleya varlegata). The impacts to these
plants would be mitigated by either replacement planting af the required ratio or salvaging affected
plents for translocation-inte dedicated conservation parcels located within ths Mutti-Habitat Planming
Area {MHPA) preterve,

We offer owr recommendations and comments in the Enclosure 1o 2ssist the City in avojding,
minimizing, and adcquately mitigating project-related impacts o biological resaurces, and to ense that
the project iy consistent with all applicable requirements of the approved Subarea Plan

If you kave questions of comments regarding the camtents of this l=tter, pleass contact Paud Schlirt of the
Department ot (858) 637-5510 or David Zout=ndyk of the Servics &t (760) 431-9449,

f =

" Therese O'Rourke
=" Assistant Ficld Suparvisar Exvironmantal Pregram Manager

- U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service California Department of Fish and Game
Exclosure’

“cer State Clenringhouse
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ENCLOSURE
Wililife Agencies’ Comments on the DEIR for the Proposed Sycamore Landfill Master Plan

1. The Wildlife Ageacies are concemed with the significant jmpacts that the Proposed Project would
have on the identified State-listzd Species of Special Concern (SSC). The priority in formulating
fzasible mitigation measures should be to avoid and minimize direet and indirect biological impacts.
Por example, the Reduced Footprint Altemative weuld reduce overall impacts to sensifive habitats
by roughly £3.5 acres; and greatly reduce direct impacts ta namow endemics to 750 San Diego
goldenstar, 50 variegated dudleya, and eight San Dicgo coast barre! cacus. We strongly recommend
that every effort be directed at considering alternative desipns proposals that are envirsamentatly
superior and clearly demonstrate avaidance and minimization of impacts to native vegetation
commurites and assccisted specics. There are ather altermatives within the DEIR (e.g., alternative
transmission line routing south and east of the landfill reducing long-term biologieal impacts to 0.3
acee, 0.07 acre Jess than those of the proposed routing to the west aad nonth and reduce temparary
construction impacts from 17.35 acres to 9.4 acres) that similarly achicve thess goals (CEQA
Guideline, Section 15002(a)). Additionzlly, the Department does not feel that speculative discossion
{Section 8,5, page 8-38) that attampts to equate a given impact mumber of varicgatcd dodleya ta
allowable cubic yards of trash serve in providing substantive enalysis in meeting the objectives af
CEQA.

2. Furthar guidance should be provided regarding the statement that thera have been no raptor deaths
documented in the last 5 years (page 4.3-26). The Wildlife Agencies request additional discussion
within the DEIR that outlines the existing monitoring methods that ars currently in place (include
baseline survey data and monitoring that in currently in place) that substantiate this conelusion.
Furthermere, the DEIR should refrain from statesnents (page 4.3-43) such as “Biclogical benefits of
the rclocation include provision of additional perching locations for raptors....". No documentation
was provided within the DEIR that support this position,

3. The project should incorporats design features and eiting standards that, at a minimim, meet thoss
defined by the American Power Line Interacton Committee (htip:/forww aplic.org/) for reducing or
eliminating evian collision and electrocution 1isk from power lines. The mitigation measure should
be rovised to include pre- and post-construction monitoring of transmissien and distribution lines for
the purpose of: 1) detection of high electrocution cr collision risk ae gegments or poles; 2)
assessing the efficacy of installed divarters, perch guards, and other preventative facility measures;
and 3) establishing baseline collisicn and electrocution impact information to inform adaptive
management for further reducing impacts and risks,

4, Itis pot clenrly defined within the DEIR whether there would be additional encroachment inte
specific parcels that were previously conserved as the mitigation requirements associated with the
2003 Brushing and Clearing activities. This informatior is partially preseated withia various
graphics throughout the DEIR. At a minimum, & separaie table should be provided that identifies all
of the previously conserved parcels (including the 0.5-acre percel adjustment) and a comparison
columa for the currently conserved parcels that are essociated with landfil) expansion, aaciliary
facilities and wansmission liae relocation. Corresponding assessar’s parce] nurmbers and acrcage
should be provided for each conserved land.
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12,

The DEIR mentions that western spadefoot (Spea hammondii) wadpoles were observed in & poal
within the praject site, but outside the proposed area of disturbance. However, according to Figure
4.3-3, also recorded tadpoles on a service road that extends to ap arca identificd as part of the
transmissioa line corridor (i.c., laydown and pull sites). The DEIR sheuld provide further discussion
on this and any other known locations of, and measures 1o avoid and/or minimize impacts to, this
State-listed S5C.

The executive summary of the DEIR ard Biological Technical Report incemrectly state that the
grasshapper sparrow (Ammodramus sevannanany is adequarely coverad by the City's MSCP and
that impact to this species ars considercd less then significant. Correction should be made for this
State-listed species of concern within the DEIR and techaica? appendices.

. Due to recent obscrvations of quino checkerspot butterfly (Euphydryas editha guing; quinc) within

Mission Trails Regional Park (south of Jandfill) and Fanita Ranch (due zast within jurisdiction of the
City of Santes) pdated focused surveys should be required prior to any construction-related actvity
and should be ineluded as mitigation conditions within the final EIR. If quino are observed, the City
will have to work with the Service to address permitting issues related to guino sinec itisnota
covered species under MSCP,

. The Biclogical Technical Report (page 40) mentions approximately 1,522 San Diego goldznstar

outside of the MHPA would b impacted by the propased landfill expansion, whereas the discussion !
within the Biological Resourccs discassion (page 4.3-21) of the DEIR states approximate 1,362
would be impacted. Provide clarification for the differencs in reported numbers,

There are reporting inconsistencies of affected acrenges of netive habjat (Non-MHPA & MHPA
categories) mentionsd in discussion (section heading, A. Land Preparation/Site Planning, Page 4.1-
22) to acreage impact values reported in Table 4.1-1 and Atachment § of the Biological Technical
Repart. Similatly, the reported acrzage values (page 4.1-40, subscetion (d)} do nat correspond 10
those values in Table 4,1,

. The impact acreage for Dicgan coastal sage mentioned in Impact 4.3.11 (page ES-21) does not

correspond to coastal sage scrab impacts in Table 4.3.3 (page 4.3-33). Pleass ensure thar acreage
impact totals are comect.

- Section heading B. Trarsmirsion Line Relocation (page 4.3-24 of DEIR), mentions permanent

impacts from the wansmission line relocation of 0.37 acre, whereas Table 4.1-J reparts 0.51 acre of
long-tenn disturbance sensitive habitat, while 0.57 acre is referenced in Attachment 6 of the
Biologieal Technical Repart. Provide clarification as to the reason for the variation in antcipated
permanent impacts, Furthermere, for Tuble 4.3-7 (column heading, Total Mirigation Acreage
Required Inside MHPA/Qutside MHPA of the DEIR) the mitigation requircment for Diegan coastal
sage scrub/non-native/narlve grassland community was not included in the summation of Permanen:
Impact Acreage for Impacts Qutside MHPA.

The permanent impact acreage for structures (i.¢., ransmission line relocation) and access toads

referenced In the DEIR is reported &t 0.37 acre, whereas the Biological Technical Report references
0.53 acre. We would Sugpest reevaluating Table 4.3-7 (i.e., DEIR) for computational errors and to
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13.

14,

15,

16.

17

ensure that mitigation acreage requirements are being accurately reported, Likewise, provide
clarifieation to impact discassion provided in Scction 4.9 Geology/Sails that states, “Sensitive habitat
1o be parmanently removed cover 2.8 acres of the 19.2 ecres, as discnssed in Impact 4.3-137 (2.8
artes of parmanent Impacts to aative habitat is also being referenced in 4.10 Hydrology/Water
Quality). The Wildlife Agencies suggest that the biological impact analysis for the DEIR ba
reevaluated by the lead agency to ensure the accuracy of data preseated thronghout the DEIR,

Page 4.3-26 of the DEIR refers to the additios of 33 ransmission towers, wherzas page 4.2- 43

menticus approximatcly 30 mplacement swuctures aceounting for 0.55 scre of permanent impact.
Reponing inconsistencics should be comrected.

The Biological Technical Report (page £4) menticns a total of 10 Nuttall's scrub oak located an the
outside edge of the proposed laydown area in the nonhwestern region of asscssor parce] nunmber 366-
031-14, whereas page 4.3.25 of the DEIR references 25 Nuttall’s serub pak within the sare locarion
(population protected by three strand wire fance), Please comect.

The DEIR meaticas that the City collects waste tipping fees, however it does not say how those
funds aro utilized. Because of the difficulty in identifying a regional funding source, the Wildlife
Agencics recommend that & portion of the wasts tipping fees be used to help implement the long-
term management and monitoring activities associated with the MSCP.

In regards to slated mitlgation measures for the Transmission Line Relocation (i.e., MM 4.3.7), the
Wildlife Agencies recommend incarporating the fallowing measures into the existing language:

Train all contractors and construction personnal on the biological resources associated with
scheduled project and ensure that treining is implementzd by construction personnel. Ata
mninimum, tmmng thall inclrde: 1) the purpose for resource pratection; 2} & description of the
protected species and its habitat; 3) the conservation measures given in the document that should
be implementsd during project construction to conserve the species of concem, including strictly
limited activities, vchicles, equipment, and construction materials 1o the fenced project footprint
to avoid sensitive resource areas in the field (ie., avoid areas delineared on maps or on the project
site by fencing); 4) environmentally responsible coastruction precrices; 5) the protocal to resalve
conflicts that may arise at any time during the construction pracess; 6) the genera! provisions of
Tesowrce protection laws, the need to adhere to the provisions of the resource protection laws, and
the penalties associated with violating those laws,

The Wildlife Agencies recommend incorporating the follewing standard conservation measures into
Mirigation Measure 4.6.6:

To aveid any direct and indirect impacts to raptors and/or any migratory birds, pribbing and
clearing of vegetation that may support active nests and construction activitieg adjarent 1o nesting
habitat, should eccur outside of the breeding season (Janoery 15 to Augost 15). If removal of
habitet end/or copstruction activities is necessary adjacens wo nesting habitat during the breeding
season, the applicant shall retain & City-epproved biologist to conduct a pro-constiction survey o
determine the presence or absence of non-listed pesting migratory birds on or witkin 100-feet of
the construction arca, federally- or State-listed birds {¢.g., coastal California gnatcatcher, Jeast
Bell's vireo) on or within 300-feet of the construction area and nesting raptors within 500-feet of
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the construction area. The pre-construction survey must be conducted within 10 calendar days
prior to the start of construction, the results of which must be submitted to the City for review and
approval prior to initiating any construction activities. If nesting birds are detected by the Ciry-
approved biologist, the following buffers should be established: 1) no work within 100 feet of
noo-listed pesting migratory bird nest, 2) ne work within 300 feet of a listed bird nest, and 3) oo
wark within 500 feet of a raptor nest. However, the City may reduce these buffer widths
depending on site-specific conditions (e.g. the width and type of seresning vegetation between the
ncst and proposed activiry} or the existing ambicnt leval of activity (¢.g., existog level of human
activity within the buffer distancs). If construetion must wake place within the recommended
buffer widths above, the project applicant should contact the City ta determine the appropriats
buffer.

A bio-monitor shall be present og-sits during all initial grubbing and clearing of vegetation to
casure that perimeter construction fencing is being maintained and to minimize the likelihood that
nests containing egas or chicks are abandoned or fails due to constrietion activity, A bio-movitor
shall also perform periodic inspections of the constructioa site during all majar grading to ensure
that impacts w sensitive plants and wildlife ere minimized. Thess inspections should take place
once or twice a week, as defined by the City, depending on the sensitivity of the resources. The
bio-menitor shall send weelkly monitering reports 1o the City and shall notify both the City and the
Wildlife Agencics immediately if clearing i8 done sutsids of the pecmined project footprint.

Cumulative Impact Analysis

1.

In regards to Impact 5.2a which states, “*A significant Jong-term comuiative biojogical impact would
result from project-ralated losses of 4.72 acres of native grasstand habitat, or mixed habitats
containing native grasstand™, the Wildlife Apeacies reguest further justification far not adequately
mitigating {in-kind) for the direct impact to this sensitive habitat, [n accordanes with the City's
Bialogy Guidelines, mitigation, based upon the ratios given in Table 3, wili be required for all
significant npiand habitar impacts putside of the MHPA. The City should not 2pprove a project s
proposed if there are feasiblo riternatives or mitigation measurcs available that would substantially
lessen any significant effects that the projsct would have on the environment (CEQA Guideline
15021¢a)(2)). Additionally, it is not clearly dafined within Section 4.1.4.2 of the DEIR that this
actjon is consistent with the City’s Envirenmentally Sensitive Lands Repgulations. Furthermore, no
discussion was included as to applicant’s cfforts in pursuing mitigation lands that have
commensurate habitat value to offset impacts to this native grassland clsswhens within the City's
Jurlsdiction. The Wildlife Agencies do not agree that impacts to native grassland would be offset by
revegetation of the road fill slopes and the landfill surface with native grassland gpecies as theys

areas would be subject to future maintenance impacts,

. 'The cumulative impact agalysis makes no refereace to the San Diego Comrmunity Power Project

{SDCPP) proposed by ENPEX Corporation. The project includes a 750 MW gas-fired combined
cycle power plant with likely electrical interconnection (230kV lios) to the SDG&E Sycamore
Canyon Substadon. The SDCPP would occupy 60-acres owned by Marine Corps Air Station
Miramar, The SDCPP would be located northeast of the existing land£ll, directly adjacent to the
City’s MHPA preserve boundary and the City of Santee to the east. The project site is locaed
northeast of the existing Jandfill on MCAS/Miramar property, bordered by Ciry's MHPA preserve to
the south and City of Santee to the east. This development proposal is past of the alternatives and
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cumulative impact analysis associated with the SDG&E Company Application for the Sunrise
Powerlink Praject (SCH# 2006091071). The project has the pateatial to indirectly affect MHPA
lands in various issue dreas.

3. The City of Santee draft Multiple Species Conservation Program Subarea Plag should be referenced
under Secton 5.25 City of Santee General Plan Update,

Sengsitive Plant Translocation Plang

1. Vag leya
1t is not clear whether any consideration was given to selscting alternate conserved lands for
translocation purposes, as oppossd to restricting plants solely within the northern portion of APN

" 366-080-29. The variegated dudleya iropacted by the proposed Project is present within seven

populations distributed along the westem rdge of Litle Sycamore Canyon (over a linear distepce of
approximately 3000 feet). Considerstion should be givea to distribiting plants over 4 broader arca
within MHPA land boldings if suitable cnvircamental ceaditions xist on othar conserved lands (2s
part of mitigation land requirernents) that would similarly suppont translocation.

Additionally, please provide the basis for the translocation perfarmance criteria referenced in the
plan. The plan identifies that Jass than 50 percent of the translocation and enhancement area will be
covered by exotic weeds at the end of tive years. We would srongly suggest that perforrance
tritaria be changed to 0 percent coverage for Cal-IPC List A and B species, and no mere than 10
percent caverage for other cxotic/weed species. These conditions should be specified oa all
subsequent revegetation-related constructicn documents,

Aceording to the aerial photographs (i.c., Figure 4} associated with the preposed restorstion site,
there i a trail bisecting the revegetation area, along with trails oa the periphery. The DEIR should
pravide additional information concerning the eurrent use of the trails extending throngh the area and
protective measures that are cumently in place that would preclude subsequent impacta to all
translocation areas, Similarly, this issue should be nddressed for all other species praposed to be
translocated into this area, The Wikdlife Agencies strongly suggest that the City's Mitgation
Maonitering and Coordination staff be actively involved in reviewing the adequacy of identified
measures,

2. Nutal’s Serub Qsk
The DEIR should provide further information regarding the height {or crowa folinge) of existing
strub oak that would be removed, Besides tha referenced survivorship reguirements for the
replacement of scrub oak, no further details have bean provided as to the basis for tbe performance
standard outlined within this plan and whether the gurrent replacement compensates for the manrity
of existing scrub oak. Depending upon the maturity of the scrub o2k being impacted, consideration
should be given to offsenting impacts at a higher mitigation ratio (either 4:1 oz 5:1). Additonally, the
Wildlife Agencies suggest that a larger number of Quercus dumosa be propagated at the onset of this
portion of the project, so as to account for any unforessen die-off or herbivory interaction that arises
during the 5 year monitering period. Subsequently, this would allow direct replacement during the
first and second years, while remaining oa track to achjeve the § year performance criterin. If
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protective cages are used for plantings, adjustments should be madc 1o reduce the potential for
restricting the lateral growth.
3. §an Dicgo Coayt Barrel Cactity .

The translocation plan states “Alsa, coast barrel cactus will be translocated in excess of the impact
amount to compensate for mortality and further the increase the probability of snecess”. It is unclear
from this statement if addidenal dacti are being collected beyond the 95 that idendified to be impact
by the proposed Project. Furthermore, page 4 of the aforementioned plan gtates that 166 cacd would
be removed from an area that falls within the fature development zone. Provide clarification within
the DEIR as to the total propesed impacts to San Dicgo coast barrel cactus. Impact oumbers ta 2l
S5C should accurately be reporied throughout the DEIR.

Exotic Invasive Plant Removal Plan (EIPRP)

1. Perzonial pepperweed (Lepidium latifolium) has previously been reponied near Kumeyaay Lake in
Mission Trails Regional Park. We recommend that this species be included in Tuble 1 of the EIFRP,
As part of adaptive management swategy associated with this plan, we also recommend that
monitering and reporting of high prioricy invasives involve notificaton to the County of San Diegn’s
Department of Agricuitare Weed Management Area Coordinutor for county-wide trecking purposes,

Other CEQA Requirements

There are multiple exaroples within the Biological Technica) Report where the quantified acres of
hsbitar impacts outlined in project related tables do oot cosrespond Lo the same habitar acreage impacts
referenced within the sarrative. Consequently, there is inaceurate impact data that bas deen incorporsted
into the DEIR, analysis. The DEIR should contain Accurate]y summarized technical data, which
sufficiently permits a full assessment of significant environmental impacts by governmental decision-
makers and the public. In order to ensure that the impacty are accurately disclosed as pan of the CEQA
review process, we recommend recvaluating the data provided in the DEIR and correcting inascuracies
in the final EIR;

» The impacred acreage {outside the MHPA) referenced on page 32 of the Biological Technical
Report, does not carrespond to acreage impacts reported in Table 7 (Table 7 sums are incorrect)
within said report.

= Acrezge values reperied in Table 4 (category — Diegan and disturbed coastal sage scrub outside
MHPA) of the Biological Technical Repart, does tot comespond to the corresponding acrcage
value reported in Tabie 7.

+ The impact acreage totals mentioned under section heading I. Vegetation Community Impacts
(page 32 of Biological Technical Report) does not correspond to impsact tote! calculated in Table
4 (column heading - Inside MHPA/Qutside MHPA) for this same report.

* Arachmeru 2 within the Biolagical Technical Report does not correspond to the Sycamora
Canyon Landfill DEIR (i.c., enclosed Table eatitled: SENSITIVE PLANT SPECIES WITH THE
POTENTIAL FOR OCCURRENCE WITH THE 45™ AND BOSTON CANYON SURVEY
AREA), Subscquently, no master list of wildlife species detected of observed for evaluation
purpoass has been provided in the DEIR. Please provide the correct list of wildlife specics
observed for the subject project.
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Page 32 — Mule fat scrub is not included in namative of vegetation community impacts,

» 21.82 acres of chamise chaparral impacts is referenced on page 39 of the Biclogical Technical

»

Report, whereas 11,47 acres is refarenced in Table 4 of the same report {DEIR statss 10.61
acres), Furthermore, Table 4 states 2,14 acres native grassland impact, wherzas 0.48 acre impact
(ucder section beading 3, Seasitive Biological Resourcs Impacts) is referenced in the narrative.
Likewise, the acreage totals for Diegan and disturbed coastal sage serub reported in Table 4 does
not carrcspond 1o ecrcage totals for this habitat category in the narmative (under section heading
3. Sensitive Blological Resource Impacts).

Per Aiachment 6 of the Biological Technical Report, the impact acreage total for MHPA -
Landfill expansion and ancillary facilities sum to 14,69 acres, whereas impact acreage in Section
[ Mulri-Habitat Planning Area {page 45) of this sume report, mentioned 13,86 acres of MHPA
lands,

Reporting ervors exist for impact acres between Anachment 6 and impact acres reported in
Section f. Mulri-Habitat Planning Ares (page 45 of the Biological Technical Report), For
example, 1358 acres of long-term impact (Attacheent 6 -row heading long-term impact caly for
MHPA), whereas 11.43 acres of long-term iropact (20.06% of MHPA reparted) is stated in
narrative, Furthermere, Aftachment 6 refersnces 6,96 acres of long-term impacts to Tier T und
IV habitats, whereas narrative states 5.88 acres for the respective Tlers,

Under section heading [, Vegetation Community Impacts (page 62, Biological Technical Report),
the permaneat impact acreage (inside/outside MEPA) mentioned within narrative does cot
correspand te impact actes referenced in Table 9 of the same report,

Table 9 {i.c., Biological Technical Repart) inclades an lmpact to native grassland (Suucmr':s and
Aceess Roads) outside the MHPA; bowever, Table 10 within the same report daes aot reference
that impact. All mitigation acreages mentioned in section B, Mitigarion Measures should
correspand to mitgation requirements referenced in Table 10, aleng with conesponding (o
miligation measure referenced in the DEIR.

The impact acreages mentioned under section heading £ Muiti-Habitat Planning Area (i.c.,
Biolagical Techniczl Repart) does not comrespond to acreage impact'in Artachment § (.., 14.08
long-term transmission line relocation impacts daes not correspond to impact values reported in
Attachment 83,

The required mitigation {15.37 acres) for coastal sage scrub {LF outside MHPA) idendified in
Table 4,3-3 of the DEIR does not correspond 1o mitigation acreage referenced in Table 7 of the
Biologics] Technical Report (i.e., 14.84 acres).

In Table 7 (Biological Techaical Repont) the impacts column heading Tozal Inside MHPA does
Dot match the Impact Torals-MHPA categery reported in Table 4.3-3 of the DEIR. Furthermore,
Total Outside MHPA reported in Table 7 does nos correspond to Totals- Non-MHPA reported in
Table 4.3-3. Tt would be beneficial if the impacts to sensitive vegetation communities identified
in the biclogical technical appendix corresponded to biological impact dara referenced in the
DEIR; including total impacis for all sensitive habitat ceregorics (c.g., required mitigaton).

The impart acyeages mentioned in section heading 4.3.4.3 Significance of Impact, of the DEIR
docs not correspond o the values in Table 4.1.7 Sycamnore Landfill Masser Plan — Master Table
of Areay.
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Travis Cleveland

- Regional Planner

San Diego Association of Governments (SANDAG)
401 B Street, 7th Floor

San Diego, CA 92101

Email: {cl@sandag.org <mailte:tcl@sandag.org>
Phone: (619) 699-7336

April 7, 2008 7000300
Elizabeth Shearer-Nguyen
City of San Diego
Development Services
1222 First Avenue

San Diego, CA 92101

SUBJECT: Sycamore Canyon Landfill Master Plan

Dear Elizabeth:

Thank you for the oppertunity te comment on the Sycamore Canyon
Landfill Master Plan Draft EIR.

Qur comments, which are based on policies included in the Regional
Comprehensive Plan (RCP), Regional Transportation Plan (RTP), and the
Congestion Management Program {(CMP), are submitted from a regional
perspective emphasizing the need for land use and transportation
coordination and implementation of smart growth principles.

State law gives SANDAG the authority to determine whether a project will
need to be raviewed for ragional significance. SANDAG staff has reviewed
this document and determined that it is reglonally significant; therefore,
the environmental review of this project should include consideration of

applicabte policy objectives contained in the RCP, Congestion Management
Program (CMP), and the RTP,

The EIR should address the following issues associated with these
Page 2 of §
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Land Use and Transportation:

A key objective of the Regional Comprehensive Plan (RCP) is to increase
the use of Transportation Demand Management {(TDM) programs that
encourage alternatives to driving alone during peak periods, such as
carpooling, vanpooling, telecommuting, and fiexible work hours. SANDAG
supports the-development of a Transportation Demand Management (TDM)
plan as a part of this development. TDM plans reduce trips during peak
travel times and can be used as partial mitigation for transit and
transportation effects of projects. Please contact Kimberly Weinstein at
619-6959-0725 or kwi@sandag.org <malltc:kwi@sandag.arg> for more
information and suggestions on Transportation Demand Management
programs. '

Environment:

Another key RCP objective is to achieve and maintain federal and state
clean air standards. SANDAG is working with the California Air Resources
Board (CARB) and other agencies to ensure compliance with emerging AB
32 greenhouse gas emissions requirements.

The greenhouse gas-analysis in the DEIR and ongoing measures
undertaken by the City of San Diego to mitigate the climate change impacts
of solid waste are commendable. Though the DEIR concludes that climate
change impacts are unmitigable, the following mitigation measures deserve
closer evaluation:

@  Use of captured biogas for on-site cogeneration. The DEIR
states that 30% of captured biogas wil! be flared into the atmosphere as
carbon dioxide, rather than reused as an energy resource. The project
developer should explain the nature and extent of its commitment to
utilizing captured bicgas for energy production.

@  Anaerobic digestion/composting technology. It is not clear in the
DEIR if or how biogas will be captured from the proposed composting
operation. Biogas is emitted from organic waste, and if that organic waste
is separated from the waste stream and composted, how will the

Page 3 of 5
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L1-2

L1-3

L1-4

RESPONSES TO COMMENT LETTER RECEIVED FROM SAN DIEGO ASSOCIATIGN OF
GOVERNMENTS (SANDAG), SIGNED BY TRAVIS CLEVELAND, DATED APRIL 7, 2008
{LETTER L1)

Response to Comment L1-1:

Comment noted. The Transportation Demand Management {TDM) program required by this EIR exceeds
typical TOM pregrams because it attempts to limit facility-related trips not just during the peak hours on SR-
52, but during the peak periods. By expanding the proposed hours of operation and using pricing and other
controls, the applicant plans to accommodate waste haulers whe may be able to adjust their disposal times
to non-peak travel periods and encourage off-peak travel. Ms. Weinstein was contacled on May 31, 2008
for additional suggestions, as requested by the commenter.

Respanse to Comment L.1-2;

Comment noted. Each specific mitigation measure recommended by the San Diege Association of
Governments (SANDAG) for closer evaluation is addressed in the following Responses to Comments L1-3
through L1-5.

Response toe Comment L1-3:

The EIR does not state that 30% of captured biogas would be flared into the atmosphere as carton dioxide.
The energy plant is permitted, operates independently of the landfill, by a third party, and converts much of
the landfill gas lo energy, The EIR states in Section 3.2.1.2 {on page 3-18) "SLI has committed to assuring
that alf feasible landfill gas is used for energy production if the contractor does not opt fo do so.”

Response to Comment L1-4;

As stated in the second (o last bullet of EIR Section 3.2.1 (page 3-7) and alse in section 3.2.1.5 {pages 3-
29 and 3-31) of the EIR, possible future development of a compasting program is being considered to
assist local governments in diverting organic materials away from the landfill waste stream, However, no
specific plans for composting are included in the EIR. Composting is enly reviewed in the EIR on a
program level and would have to be evaluated on a Project level prior to implementation, since there are
too many unknowns about the operations {and potential air impacis) to assure complete analysis at this
stage. Shouid a specific composting plan be identified in the fulure, the activity would first be reviewed on
a Project level basis to determine if additional CEQA analysis and permils are required. Potential impacts
previously addressed and included in the EIR for composting include traffic, noise, land use, visual, biclogy,
paleanlology, historical resources, geolegy and hydrologyfwaler quality, Airimpacts due to emissions from
composting operations are evolving and the current data available weuld be used for the air quality analysis
prior {o beginning composling operations, Compasting is descrived in the EIR as cccurring in windrows,
but alternative methods would be considered in Ihe future during Project development and subsequent
environmental reviw.
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associated gases be treated? The project developer should evaluate
proven anaerobic digestion technologies that produce both compost and
biogas.

®  Alternative fuel infrastructure. The proposed expansion of the
facility will result in increased refuse hauler traffic. The developer should
consider Installing an (NG, CNG and/or biodiesel fueling station that would
benefit from close proximity to the region's refuse hauter fieets.

Requested Corrections to DEIR pages

1. Page ES-26, MM 4.4.2: Please change this sentence to read “Prior to
increasing landfill tickets above the 620 tickets per day now allowed, the
applicant shall make a fair share contribution to the Caltrans project
(Managed ‘.anes Project) to widen SR-52 west of Mast Boulevard, working
with the City of San Diego, and Caltrans,_and SANDAG to implement the
appropriate payment.” Please also change this in Table 4.4-21 on page
4.4-38,

SANDAG, as the transportation planning agency for the San Diego region,
should participate in this process. :

2.  Page 4.4-13, B, SANDAG Cecngestion Management Program: The
most recent CMP update was in 2006, not 2003 as stated here.

3. Page 4.4-26 and 4.4-29, A. Landfill Expansion: The meaning of this
section is not clear. 1s the applicant stating that they cannot/will not
mitigate for impacts to State Route 52 because their impacts are not In the
Regional Transportation Plan? Please clarify. Later, at 4.4-30, MM 4.4.2,
the document states that the project will be making a fair share
contribution,

4, Page 4.4-37, MM4.4.5d: Other suggestions for TDM include providing
disposal appointments by phone or internet and prohibiting waiting at or
near the site for tickets. Please contact Kimberly Weinstein at the number
above for more suggestions.

5. Page 5-13. Table 5.3-1, Impact to SR-52 west of Mast Blvd: In the
Fair Share Contribution Column, the document states that no fair share

mitinatinn ic naccihla haraiica Maltrame hac ant idantifiad anu flirthar naade
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L1-5

L1-6

L1-7

L1-8

1.1-9

L1-10

RESPONSES TO COMMENT LETTER RECEIVED FROM SAN DIEGO ASSOCIATION OF
GOVERNMENTS (SANDAG), SIGNED BY TRAVIS CLEVELAND, DATED APRIL 7, 2008 (LETTER L1)

{eonlinged)

Response to Comment L1-5:

It ihe applicant had the rights to all of the gas, inslalling an LNG or CNG might be feasible. However, the
rights to the tandfill gas generated at Sycamore Landfill were previously sold by San Diego County to a
third party, which operates the Sycamore landfill gas secovery plant. A bicdiesel facility would require
additional development foatprint, with associated anticipated biologica! impacts, and additional truck trips te
deliver the biodiesel, and i not considered feasible.

Response to Comment L1-6:
Comment noted.

Response to Comment L1.7:
Comment noted. The text in the Final EIR on page 4.4-13 has been revised and shown in
sirikecul/underline fermat to note the 2006 date,

Response to Comment L1-8:
Please see Response fo Comment §5-13.

Response to Comment L1-9:

Please see the Response to Comment 55-13. SLI anticipates, as a pan of ils transportation demand
management (TOM) plan, that it would make arrangemenls with its regular customers lo schedule wasle
deliveries, including transfer trailers from remole transfer slations, during off-peak hours to aid in reduging
peak hour traffic flows. This would be a form of "disposal appointment.” Sycamore Landiill has proposed
to relocate its scales and the ticket house (o a point approximately 3000 feet from the entrance to lhe
facility off Mast Boulevard to allow more than a half-mile of on-sile, off-road queuing for any waste lrucks
that are waiting to obtain z ticket for disposal.

Response to Comment L1-10:

See Response to Comment $5-13. The Final EIR shows a significant unmitigated impact to SR-52, but an
updaled analysis altached as Appendix 05 demonstrales lhat in fact there would be no significani
unmitigated impact to SR-52 ang therefore no miligation beyond the SR-52 "Managed Lanes® Praject
would be required.
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improvements ta SR 52, It is not clear why this is the case; if this pro_]ect L1-10

triggers infrastructure improvements, it is expected that they be provided. {cont'd.)
Please clarify. '

Conclusion

We appreciate the opportunity to comment on this project. We note that
the comment peried in the notice ended on Sunday, April 6, 2008;
however, the law allows for submitting comments on the next business day
after deadline when a deadline occurs on a2 weekend or holiday. If you have
any questions or concerns regarding my comments on this project, please
contact me at 619-699-1584 or ccl@sandag.org.

Sincerely,

Caoleen Clementson
Principal Regicnal Planner

TCL/

------ End of Forwarded Message

Paga S of 5
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Subject: Re: Sycamore Landfill Master Plan DEIR; Project No.

Date: Monday, April 7, 2008 4:37 PM
From: ralph!kmgery <ralph@brginc.net>
To: ralph'kingery <'ra||bh@brg|nc net>

FYT

Elizabeth Shearer-Nguyen
Associate Planner
Phone 619.446.5369/Fax 619.446.5499
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From: Reider, Robert [mailto:Robert.Reider@adcounty.ca.gov]
Sent: Monday, April 07, 2008 1:12 A4

To: DSDEAS

Subject: Sycamore Landfill Master Flan DEIR; Project No. 5617

To whom it may cancern,

Thank you for the opportunity to participate in the City's environmental
review prucess for the above named project. Staff of the San Diego County
Air Pollution Control District (APCD) conducted a general review of the Draft
Environmental Impact Repart {DEIR), focusing on Sectien 4.7 {Air Quality) and
mppendix F3 (Air Quality Mitigation Management Plan}, and offer the comments
listed below. For context, please be aware that, due to resource
constraints, APCD has not verified the detailed air pollutant emission
calculations and air modeling results contained in these documents. APCD
must cenduct a more extensive evaluation in the future when Sycamore Landfill
Inc., applies for regquired alr permits (&.9., Buthority to Construct and
Permit to Operate). The DEIR-related comments below do not substitute for or
constrain any future APCD review of this project for air permitting purposes.

1. The Alr Quality section (pg 4-7.1 et seqg.) identifies different
emission rate thresholds from different agencies, but applicable APCD
reguirements are not emphasized, Rhile APCD's New Source Review (MSR) rules
are menticned briefly, the specific APCD requirements and standards that
would apply to this project are not apparent in the DEIR,

2. The project emission increases presented in Table 4.7-7 {(pg 4.7-27)
appear to constitute a "major modification” of an existing "major scurce" of
emissions pursuant to APCD rules. However, a discussion of possible project
requirements involving Best Available Control Technology {BACT), Toxic BACT,
Lowest Achlevable Emission Rate {LAFR), 2nd emisgion offaets is not apparent
in the DEIR.

3. The DEIR {pg 4.7-16) states that “No feasible and effective
mitigation measures are known for the NOx and VOC emissions.” Please be
advised that WSR emission offset requirements, if applicable, would
constitute a form of mitigation for NOx and VOC emission increases.

4. Health risk assessment results are reported (pg 4.7-32) as "the
caleulated cancer risk at the maximum impacted sensitive receptar east of the
landfill property line is 3 in a million. This is below tha applicable
significance threshold of 10 in & million. The maximum acute and chrenic
hazard indices at sensitive receptors are 0.14 and 0.019, respectively, both
of which are below the significance level of 1.0.”" Please clarify whether
these health risks represent the cumuletive total risk of the finalized
project or only the increased impacts associated with the expansion itself.
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RESPONSES TO COMMENT LETTER RECEIVED FROM SAN DIEGO CCUNTY AIR POLLUTION
CONTROL DISTRICT, SIGNED BY ROBERT REIDER, DATED APRIL 7, 2008 (LETTER L2}

Response to Cornment L2-1:
Comment noted, This comment does not address the adequacy of the EIR and therefore no further
FESPDHSEiSﬂBCESSBW‘

Response to Comment L2-2:

Appendix F1 provides additiona! details on the apphcable San Diego Air Pollution Control Oistrict
{SDAPCD) requirements, including those contained in the New Source Review (NSR) rules. The SDAPCD
Air Quality Impact Assessment (AQIA) threshelds of significance for stationary sources (as established by
SDAPCD Regulalion il, Rule 20) are discussed in Section 4.2 of Appendix F1 to the EIR and the thresholds
are listed in Table 4.7-6 of the EIR. Table 7-2 of Appendix 1 fo the EIR presents a comparisen of the
proposed incremental criteria pollutant emissions for stationary sources to lhe SDAPCD AQIA significance
thresholds.

This comparison is also discussed in Section 7.2.1 of Appendit F14 1o the BIR. As this section notes, an
AQIA was required for CO and PMyg. The APCD regufaticns that are described in this response were used
in the analysis of the ambient air quality impacls. In addition, the APCD requirements were incorporated
into the Project design, as the proponent must comply with APCD rules and regulations in order to obtain
an Authority to Construct, which is required for the expansion. This includes the incorporation of Best
Available Control Technology on the landfill control devices, and the minimizaticn of dust from landfil
operations

Response to Comment L2-3:

The EIR discussed the fact that permitting was required for additional landiili flare or turbine capacity.
Additional discussion of the SDAPCD permitting requirements, including best available conlrol technology
{BACT), Toxics BACT, lowest achievable emissicn rate {LAER}), and emissions offsets, is Includad in
Section 4.7.16.0 ¢f the EiR. BACT is required for any new or modilied emission unit which has any
increase in its potential to emit (PTE) for Piip, NOx, VOC, SOx and which has a post-Project PTE of 10
ibiday or more of any of these pollutants. As noted in Table 6-18 of Appendix F1 fo the EIR, the
flarefturbing post-Project PTE for gach of these pollutants is greater than 10 Ib/day. Therefore, these
emission units would be subject to BACT. BACT requires the installation of devices that meet the most
stringent air pollution contrel limits as part of the Project design. The calculation of emissians from the
additional flare or turbine capacity included a discussion of BACT as presented fn Section 6.1.1.2.1 of
Appendix F1 to the EIR. MM 4.7.1L requires the routing of all landfill gas (LFG) to @ New Source
Performance Standards {NSPS) approved control devise, which is BACT. In Table 7.2 of Appendix F1, the
flarelturbine incremental emissions were compared to the SDAPCD AQIA significance thresholds for
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RESPONSES TO COMMENT LETTER RECEIVED FROM SAN DIEGC COUNTY AIR POLLUTION
CONTROL DISTRICT, SIGNED BY ROBERT REIDER, DATED APRIL 7, 2008 {LETTER L2) (cantinusd)

Response to Comment L2-3: (convd.)

criteria pallutants. The PMqg and CO emissions exceeded these threshelds, so air dispersion modeling was
conducted to evaluate the PMyy and CO impacts. In Table 8-1 of Appendix F1, the incremental criteria
pollutant emissions from all scurces were compared to the SCAQMD reglonal significance thresholds for
operational emissions. The miligated incremental NOx and VOC emissions exceeded these dally
thresholds. As a result, Section 9.1 of Appendix F1 states that: "As a result, this Project is considered to
have significant air quality impacts due to VOC and NOx emissions. These impacis are considered {o be
on a regional basls." As part of the air quality analysis, incremental NOx emissions were modeled for

" comparison with the national and California ambient air quality standards (NAAQS/CAAQS). As there is no

threshold for VOCs, as part of the NAAQS/CAAQS, no modeling for VOCs is feasible.

Response to Comment L2-4:
Comment noted.

Response to Comment L2.5;

" The health risks presented in the EIR are based on incremental emissions and, therefore, represent the

increased Impacts associated with the expanslion, including the existing waste in place.
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5. Landfill gas estinutas are reperted (pg 4.7-41) as “the maximum
amount of landfilllgfs fo;‘the[Maéturiplnn axpansion would ba generated in
¥ear 23, when the nveruga‘landfill ga§ generation is estimated to be 20,%04
scfm. Assuming a collection efficiency of 90 percent, thera would ba a
projected control of 18,823 scfm of landfill gas, Maximum surface landfill
gas emissions would be 2,090 scfm.” Please clarify whether these gas
generation estimates represent the total overall landfill gas emisaions after
expansion, or only the propesed incroasa.

6. The Executive Summary project dascription (pg ES-3) proposes that
"the total landfill capacity would increase from 70 millien cy to 157 millien
cy.” The current RPCD Permit {Mo. 37111 / Conditjeon No. 44} limits the
deslgn capacity of this waste disposal operation to ~approximately 40,200,000
cubic yards® or 40.2 million cy. For APCD permitting purposes, this proposad
landfill expanaicn to 157 million cy represents a quadrupling in capacity,
and conseguently the potential emission increases could be graatar than
reported in the DEIR.

1. Tahle 4.7-2 (pg 4.7-11} identifies key mir pollucion vaelated
processes and equipment involved in this project. The PEIR (pg 4.7-10)
states that other “potential emission sources, such pa the Hanson Aggragata
Plant, would not change as a result of the project.” The PEIR also states
{pg 4.7-12} that "the collected gases are tranaported (to the maximum sxtent
zllowed by contract with Gas Recovery Systems Inc.) to 8 cogenaration powar
plant where the landfill gas is used as fuel for gas turbines that generate
electricity.” Please clarify whether expected changes te the sub-contractor
process rates (@.g., haul road lengthe, gas flow rates, atc.} have been
included in the CEIR emission calculations and health risk assessment
evaluations. Alsa, please be sware that APCD has not yat datermined whether
the on-site sub-contractors (e.g., Hanson and Gas Recovery Systems Inc.} are,
or should be, considered part of both the pre-project potential to emit and
the post-project potential to emit. The will impact emission calculationa
for air permitting purposes.

a. An Air Quality Mitigation Management Plan im provided in Appendix 3
(pgs 927-929) of the DEIR. The 25 items listed generally represant minor
operational performance details already required by the existing APCD permit.
Pogaible key new requirements involving BACT, Toxice BACT, LAER, and emlssion
offsety are not apparent in the DEIR.

If you have guestions regarding these comments or tha alr permitting
process, feel free to contact me or David Byrnes, Alr Pollution Control
Engineer, at BS8/5B6-2736.

Sincerely,

Robert Reider

Flanning and Rules superviscr

San Diego County Air Pollution Control District
10124 0ld Grove Road

San biego, CA 352111

(858) 586-2640
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L2-8
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Comment

Letter L2
(cont'd.)
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RESPONSES TO COMMENT LETTER RECEIVED FROM SAN DIEGO COUNTY AIR POLLUTICN
CONTROL DISTRICT, SIGNED BY ROBERT REIDER, DATED APRIL. 7, 2008 (LETTER L2} tcontinved)

Response to Comment L2-6:
The maximurm gas generation estimales for Year 23 represent the total overall landfill gas emissions after
expansion.

Response to Comment L2-7:

The SODAPCD permit limits ihe dispesal in the tandfill to approximately 40.2 milion cubic yards {mey}, and
that 40.2 mcy is the baseline used in the air quality analysis for the EIR. However, the baseline enlitlement
for the facility through the Local Enforcement Agency {LEA) and the California Integraled Wasle
Management Board (CIWMB) is 70 mey. In 2008, the SWFP was administratively modified by the LEA, as
canfirmed by the CIWMB, to reflect an updated calculation for totat disposal capacity of 70 mey, with no
change in the current approved landfili design. The landfitl has not yet accepted 40 mey of waste. Pdor lo
exceeding that level, a new APCD permit would be sought. When the SDAPCO expansion permii is filed, it
would use 402 mcy as ihe permit baseline.

Response to Comment L2-8:
See Response to Comment L2-7,

Response to Comment L2-9:
See Response to Comment L2-3,
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Y e Letter L3

D205 paoaEoam

FORMAL RESPONSE TO THE
SYCAMORE LANDFILL MASTER PLAN - PROJECT #5617
EIR/EIS - SCH NO. 2003041057
Submitted this 3rd day af April 2008

Padre Dam Municipal Water District’s {“Padre Dam"} review of the Sycamare Landfill
Mmaster Plan is that the landgfill serves an impartant service to the San Diego region. In
considering the expansion of the Sycamare Landfill, Padre Dam found that consideration of
the issues that concern Padre Dam and Santee Lakes were not fully evaluated by the
research for the EIR/EIS. In the review of the information provided In the EIR/ELS, Padre
Dam believes that the following areas need {0 be addressed in more detail and fully
mitigated within the EIR/EIS document.

* One important mitigation measure to be included In the plans for the Sycamore
Landfill Expansion is that Padre Dam be included in an oversight committeé (or
possibly as additional member of the existing locat enforcement agency [“LEA")
since potential adverse affects of this expansion could impact the Santee Lakes
Recreation Preserve which is owned and operated by Padre Dam,

* Another important issue for Padre Dam is that the City of San Diego and County of
San Diego provide assurance that the future siting of any landfill for the City
and/or the San Diego Region is not within viewshed, odor and noise vicinities of the
Santee Lakes Recreation Preserve, The EIR repert Chapter 8 indicates that an area
next te Sycamore Creek and other areas close to the Sycamore Landfil were
candidates for a new landfill location but were too small in comparison to the
proposed project and required substantial habitat disturbance, Padre Dam would
ask for these assurances as part of the mitigation for the impacts should the
project maove forward.

*  On page 2-12 of the EIR there is a statemenl that “Minimizaticn of potential water
polluticn at the site is aided by the dry climate here in San Dlego. However, the
unlined portion of the landfill proactively uses control of precipitation, a gas-
control system, and a system of regularly monitored groundwater wells to maintain
the quality of groundwater below the landfill. If pollutants in excess of applicable
standards are identified in the manitoring wells, corrective actians plans (CAPs)
<an and would be implemented to preclude such pollutants moving offsite.,” 4.1
14 Item 8 says the landfill would be closed according to the requirements of CCR
Title 27 and that final <losure plans would be submitted and appraved by AWQLS,
LEA, CIWMB and APCD. There Is no mentian aof sending this plan to the City af
Santee or Padre Dam for comment and input prior to submission to these appraval
agencies. Being affected by this landfill, both the City of Santee and Padre Dam
should be included in the plans for final closure efforts that hold potential future
impacts to their communities, ‘

BOARD OF IRECTORS 9300 Fanks Parkway
Jmes Malene  Sanie. CA 92071
Avye Scatz T ::: . ;:;;
Andiavs J NIORSROR (e org
Augual A Calres MPA SDA  B() Bav 71000
Dan blchillan t4BA. M5 Sanles, CA 52072.9002
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RESPONSES TO COMMENT LETTER RECEIVED FROM PADRE DAM MUNICIPAL WATER DISTRICT,
SIGNED BY DOUGLAS 5. WILSON, DATED APRIL 3, 2008 {LETTER L3}

Response to Comment L3-1:

There are a number of state and local agencies with regulatory oversight respensibility for landfills,
including the Local Enforcement Agency (LEA). State iaw governs the composition of the LEA and does
nol provide a mechanism for inclusion of Padre Dam. The City of San Diege already is requiring all
feasible mitigation measures and fs responsible for monitaring and reporting regarding those measures as
indicated in the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program (MMRP). The City encourages Padre Dam lo
contact the LEA or the landfill operalor if it experiences any unfcreseen adverse impaci from the Project.

Response to Comment L3-2: )

There is no new landfill location proposed as part of this Project, nor is one shown in lhe Counly Integrated
Waste Managemeni Plan Countywide Siting Element. Gther potential sites that may be proposed in the
future would not be associated with this Project, This Project does not create the need for a new landfill
site. The FEIR concludes thal the aiternative sites would not result in avoidance of significant impacts
associated with the Project, and in fact would incraase potential biological impacts, while decreasing the
region's landfill capacity. Should such a landfill Project ever be proposed, it would of course generate its
own envirenmeniat review and ullimately its own mitigation measures.

Response to Comment L3-3:

The comment correcily quotes from the FEIR regarding the methods by which potential water pollution is
minimized. In addition, it correctly notes that the landfill would be closed according to the rules and
regulations found in Tille 27 of the California Code of Regulalions. There are many regu!ations that govemn
a landfill's closire and post-closure plans, and those plans must ba reviewed and updated each year, to
confirm that there are sufficient monies available in the closure bond to adequately assure that the landil
could be clesed properly and the engoing malntenance and monforing that the regulations reguire wou'd
be able to conlinue. Section 3.2.2.6 of the EIR descrites the plans for closure of the landfill, ard post-
closure land use is described in 3.2.2.7. As stated therein, the site would be used for open space and
habitat purposss post-closure. There Is no process by which the closure and post-closure plans are first
submilted to local agencies; instead, the legislature decided to have those plans annually reviewed by the
agencies with expertise in manitoring landfills, Because the posl-closure use of the Project sile would be
as habitat and open space, there are no long-term impacts to the Cily of Santee or to Padre Dam
anticipated as a result of those closure efforts,

Title 27 and Sublitle D both require thal every landfill must present evidence annually that sufficient money
is set aside to ensure that the landfill menitering systems would remain in place for at least 30 years, If
after 30 ysars the California Integrated Waste Management Board {CIWMB) concludes that there Is still a
risk that the landfill could pose a risk to the environment, it can request an extension of the 30-year time
period until such time as it is assured that the iandfill no longer poses a risk to the environment,
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Comment
Letter L3

-
(:?_-i‘b'id@-[};@lfis}ohccmed about the treatment of a 3ignOn San Diega article about

“mlpcried-infraceions and the real possibitity of such viotations actually multiplying
with the Increase In capacity and Iraffic allowances. Having a collaborative
commitiee with the City of Santee, Padre Dam Included in its membership could
alleviate this concern.

The models of the landfill site at completion shaw a significant impact to the view
from Santee Lakes {which is owned and operated by Padre Dam}. Figures shown in
Chapter 4 show the existing views of the landfill. Dces the Master Plan have
provisions that berms or privacy fencing along the eastern boundary of the landfill
sa that the heavy equipment used to move the earth and garbage around the
increasing elevation of the landfill is not visible from the east? The work being
done at the landfill should not become an eyesore for the local area visitors and
residents who come to the Santee Lakes from all over Lthe region and froem across
the country, as well as te those driving through on the local roads. Page 4.2:47
says: "At the proposed moximum MSW doily acceptance {imit 13060 tpd the area
of temporarily-visible MSW in the proposed nolse/visual berm would not exceed an
area 168 feet wide by 20 feet high or epproximately 0.2 acre This is the
approximate elevational dimension of twenty-foot-high berm comprising 13000
tons of MSW one day's maximumn inteke. This area would be covered every day in
accordance with state solid waste regulations with cover soil or alternative daily
cover” However, this measure seems 1o apply to the western edge of the tandfill.
Padre Dam would request that there be specific mitigation measures to shield the
actual work site from the view of Santee Lakes during the operation and creation
of the landfill meuntaln. Santee Lakes receives over 600,000 visitors per year. A
view of tractors moving garbade and dirt for the next 25 to 30 years would
negatively impact the attendance at the park and the RY campground revenues.

Page § of the Executive Summary says "Odor reductions would be achieved through
Implementation of a variety of mitigation measures including ouwtreach aimed at
eliminating public storage and transport of green material in plastic bags,
minimizing storage of green materials, increasing aeration, monitoring and
respending to odor complaints, and updating the Odor Management Plan as
necessary,” Santee Lakes experiences days of significant, unpleasant odors every
year especially during the spring and summer months due to activities at the
landfill, Santee Lakes is initiating a reglster at the Genersal Store for visitors (o
record dates, times and epinions of the odor problems from the tandfill and will
forward these records periodically to the landlili and to the regulators.

Mitigation Measure 4,7,2¢ should include Padre Dam for receipt of the annual tetter
by 5L1 as to adegquale turning of green material and odor complaint record
documentation. In ileu &f this, should the committiee requested in the first bullet
Item be adopted, this dacumentation would be part of the documentation provided
for review by the committee er commissien.

The final comment regarding the closure and use of the landfill after its
caompleticn is that a road be left in place to the summit for hikers to enjoy scenic
views without having to disturb the rest of the open space habitat. Also an area
should be designated for possible use by wireless communication or other
compatible, minimal impact, commerclal use that this road could also
accommodate. The revenues from the lease of this area could also be designated
to the City of Santee toward mitigation for the negatlve impacts (i.e, ador and
visual) it will face during the years of this expansien should the project move
forward.

Page 2of 3
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(contd.)
L3-4

L3-5

1.3-6

L3-7

L3-8

L3-9

RESPONSES TO COMMENT LETTER RECEIVED FROM PADRE DAM MUNICIPAL WATER DISTRICT,
SIGNED BY DOUGLAS S. WILSON, DATED APRIL 3, 2008 {LETTER L3) (continued)

Responsa to Comment L3-4:

Several commenters have noled violalions the landfill has experienced in the past. This respanse is
intended to address those violations in one, comprehensive response 1o all those comments,

SLi routinely monitors the landfil and its patential effect an the surraunding enviranment as required by the
regulations and its internal company policies. The regulatory thresholds for monitoring systems are
generally set to trigger alers al lower levels as an early warning before human health, the environment or
property can be seriously affected. The results of these monitoring efforts are provided to the relevant
agency. SLIis routinely inspected by the LEA, the Regional Water Quality Control Board {(RWQCB), the Air
Pollution Conlrol Cistrict {APCD) and other regufatery agencies. The instances of noncempliance referred
to by the commenlers were identitisd by routine monitoring by the landfill and reperted to the agencies as a
part of its required monitoring for perimeter landfill gas monitering and waste {onnage receipt. Both the
CIWMB and LEA, the regulatory agencles with oversight over landfill disposal al the state level, have
successive steps for enforcement of their regulations and minimum standards.

Each landfill facitly is required to monitor and report on conditions specific to its location and submit the
results to the LEA. The LEA then inspects the fandfill on a periogic basls to assure compliance with state
minimum standards. If a facility is found to be in noncompliance wilh state standards, a series of four
successive enforcement steps are taken by the agencies to assure that the facility returns to compliance. I
a facilily fails to comply, in extreme cases the facility may have its permit revoked and the facility closed
after it is found fo be in non-compliance with state minimum standards. Although, as indicated by some
commentars, the facility has had a aumber of violations over the years, generally in the categories of landfit
gas or daily tonnage exceedances.

The fact that the referenced violations were identified is evidence that the environmental monitoring
systems for the exisling facility functioned as they should. The exceedances idenlified by lhe self-
monitoring by the applicant were reported to the appropriate agencies and proper corrective aclion has
been laken and continues to occur. The Project proposes a much more sophisticated and extensive
mitigation monitoring system than is curently in place at the landfill, in addition to those moniloring systems
already required by the state requlatory agencies that permit the tandfill, to further assure compliance by
the Projecl.

Landfill Gas: The applicant conducts quarterty menitoring of the perimeter gas probes at the property
boundary according 1o its approved Site Specific Gas Monitoring Plan, Levels of methane gas were
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RESPONSES TO COMMENT LETTER RECEIVED FROM PADRE DAM MUNICIPAL WATER DISTRICT,
SIGNED BY DOUGLAS S. WILSON, DATED APRIL 3, 2008 (LETTER L3) (continue)

Response to Cemment L3-4: (conrd,)

delected In a probe during these routine events and were reporled to the LEA and the SDAPCD. As a
result, the facility has taken steps lo correct the exceedances, including increasing vacuum to nearby
landf¥l gas exiraction wells, and has now entered into corrective action. The gas that has been detected is
in an area where no homes or other structures are endangered. There are no signs of stressed vegelation
or gther evidence that gas is migrating any distance beyond the perimeler probe.

Dally Tonnage: SLIaccepts solid wasle according to ils permit conditions. Regarding dally tonnage limits,
the applicant identified early on that the regional demands for waste disposal were reaching the permitted
capacities of SLI and surrounding landfill facilities to meet those disposal needs. As a result, in 2002, SLI
submitted the application fer the Project currently under review in this EIR to provide for daily disposal
capacily to manage the City of San Diego region’s municipa! solid waste, However, the application process
has taken much longer than anticipated to complete. At the time of the majority of the exceedances of daily
and monthly tonnages limits, the facility was fimited to accepting 3,300 tons per day of solid waste. Due to
limits on wasle receipt at the other approved landfills in San Diego County, including the City of San
Diego's Miramar Landfill as well as the Otay Landfill, on accasfon, the tolal waste gererated in the south
county area exceeded the appreved capacity of the landfils on a daily basis. As a result, the daily ioanage
capatities were reached before an increased daily tennage limit could be approved.

Therefore in late 2006, the permittee sought @ permit revisicn to allow the facility ta recelve addilional
lonnage to meet the lccal and regional demand. This revision was approved by the LEA and concurred in
by the CIWMB. As stated by the LEA in the CIWMB Permit and Enforcement Commitiee meeting prior to
approval of the tonnage increase from 3,300 tod to 3,965 tpd by the CIWMB in Seplember 2008, of the
violations for the tonnage over the previous four and one half years, 57 were exceedances of 2% or less,
even though the applicant knew that they would receive violations from the LEA for any amount of overage.
The LEA testified that this was evidence of intent on the part of the facility 1o maintain compliance. As
quoted in the March 30, 2008 San Olego Union Tribune, CIWMB member Cheryl Peace of San Diego said
inan interview that “There are cnly three big landfills in San Diege County, and all of them are bumping up
against their daily tonnage limits, so it's 2 difficull situation...” *You can't very well say (trucks) can't come in,
because the frash has to go somewhere. SLI opled lo allow the extra loads to come in lo the facility 1o
avoid the potential for illegal dumping on nearby sireets and parkland. The facility daily tonnage limit has
now been increased to 3965 tons perday. As stated in section 3.1.1 of the EiR, one of the main objectives
for the proposed Sycamore Landfill Master Plan is to "lncrease the allowable dzily tonnage and associated
traffic into the landfll to assist in meeting current and future increased wasle disposal needs for both the
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RESPCNSES TC COMMENT LETTER RECEIVED FROM PADRE DAM MUNICIPAL WATER DISTRICT,
SIGNED BY DOUGLAS S. WILSON, DATED APRIL 3, 2008 (LETTER L3) fcontinued)

Response to Comment 1.3-4: (cont'd)

city and other jurisdictions in the region.” This would be accomplished by raising the initial daily tonnage
it to 6,800 tons per day and increasing it in approximate five-year increments, SLI thus plans to be able
to meet the disposal needs of the San Diego County area.

It is also important to nete that at no fime did any acceptance of more than the dally tonnage limit result in
any exceedance of the Sycamore Landfill's trip limits for traffic. Moreover, approval of the Project to
increase daily lonnage limits would help eliminate any future need to accept more than permitted limits by
providing limits that better match the disposal capacity needs.

Informatien concerning specific violations is available from the regulating agsncy - the City of San Diego
Solid Wasle Local Enforcement Agency, 1010 Second Avenue, Suite 600, M3 606L, San Diego, CA
92101- 4998, Genera! Phone (619) 533-3688, Fax (619) 533-3689; the San Diego Counly Alr Pollution
Control District, 10124 Old Grove Road, San Diego, California 92131, Office Hours  8:00 AM to 5:00 PM,
Monday through Friday; and the San Diego Regional Water Quality Control Board, 9174 Sky Park Court,
Suite 100, San Diego, CA 92123-4340, Telephane (858) 467-2952.

Regarding the comments suggestion for membership in a committee, ses Response to Comment L3-1,

Response to Comment L3-5:

Cross-sections of the propesed berms lo be erecled between landfill working areas and Multi-Habitat
Planning Area {MHPA) or residential areas are shown in Figure 4.3-4a in EIR Section 4.32.4 A, As
requested by the City of Santee, the berm on the eastern side of the tandfill, facing Santee, would be, and
has been, constructed solely of soil. This is shown in the upper diagram of Figure 4.3-4a. As a result of
that berm, the landfill activilies would be shielded from Santee view, and equipment noise would be
reduced at the landfill boundary. As the Project progresses, new berms would be constructed to ensure
that the view of the active working face conlinues to be shielded from view frem Santee, including from the
Santee Lakes area.

Response to Comment L3-6:
See Response to Comment L35, as well as L4-7, NS-8 and N16-3. Visual impacts o views from the
Santee Lakes would be reduced as a result of he existing and planned future soil berm.
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RESPONSES TO COMMENT LETTER RECEIVED FROM PADRE DAM MUNICIPAL WATER DISTRICT,
SIGNED BY DOUGLAS S. WILSON, DATED APRIL 3, 2008 (LETTER L3} (contlnued)

Response to Comment L3-7:

The EIR concludes that odors would continue to be detected beyond the landfill boundaries, despite
substantial reductions in odor complaints received by APCD. The City of San Diego welcomes the Padre
Dam Municipal Water District's (PDMWO) efforts to record and report edor conditions visitors identify as
coming from the landfil,

Response t¢ Comment L3-8

Mo annual letter documenting green material tuming and odor complaint information is proposed in MM
4.7.3c, or elsewhere in the odor discussion. Mitigation Measure 4.7.3h Indicates “SLI personnel shal
maintain an oder complaint log and shall notify the City of Santee within 24 hours of receiving such
complaints. In addition, SL! shall provide the City of Santee wilh a wrilten report on & quarterly basis, which
summarizes any significant activity which may preduce odors or odor complaints.” The reperts in this
mitigation measure would seem to accomplish the purposes of the annual letter requested in the comment,
The City of San Diego has revised MM 4.7.3h to add PDMWD 1o recipients of those reports.

Response fo Comment L3-%:
It is intended that the maln landfill perimeter road and the landiill haul road would be refained at the closed

" Jandfill, primarily to provide access to workers to maintain the landfill after closure, as required for 30 years

or more by stale requlations. To the extent that recreaticnaf users along those roads can be protected from
safety hazards such as lhe passage of trucks or construclion vehicles, the Applicant has indicaled a
willingness 1o consider such Joint use, if it does not conflict with state regulations regarding landfill closure.
It may also be possible lo use part of the site for use for wireless communication facilities, as suggested by

the comment, but necessary permits and the environmental impacts of such use would need 1o be

documented before any such facilities were approved. The Applicant has nol requesled a permit for such a
facility. Since such as facility is speculative, discussion of any possible revenues from the facility are also
speculative and Iherefore are not included in this EIR,
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Comment
T Letter L3
LA S {cont'd.)

Padre Dam has and will continue to support a benefigial working relationship with the
Sycamore Landfill cperation.

Thank you for your time and the opportunity to respond to the Draft EIR with the concerns
and issues important to Padre Bam on behalf of its customers, staff and on behall of the
visitors to the Santee Lakes Recreation Preserve.

¥ you have any questions of peed additional information, please {eel {ree 1o contact our
Right of Way and Environmental Resource Agent, Mary Lindquist at (619) 258-4651.

/Padf’e-[}am Municipal Water District
Vi

7 ﬁéf{%& (Do

Douglas's. Wilson
General Manager

cc: City of Santee
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Comment
Letter L4

CITY OF SANTEE

Randy Viepel

CITY COUNCIL
Juk E. Cale
Bruan . Junes
Joloy W, Minea
Hal Ryan

CITY MANAGER ‘ April 4, 2008

E. Shearer-Nguyen
Environmental Planner

City of San Diego
Development Services Center
1222 First Avenue, MS 501
San Diego, CA 9211

VIA PERSONAL SERVICE AND ELECTRONIC DELIVERY

SUBJECT: SYCAMORE LANDFILL MASTER PLAN DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL
IMPACT REPORT (PROJECT NUMBER 5617/SCH NO, 2003041057)

Dear Ms. Shearer-Nguyen:

The City of Santee submits this comment letter regarding the Draft Environmental
Impact Report (“Draft EIR") prepared by the City of San Diego for the Sycamore Landfill
Master Plan ("Project” or "Master Plan”). The comments raised in this letter are made in
accordance with Policy 9.2 of Santee's General Plan Land Use Element, which states
that Santee shauld appose any expansion or pperational changes at the Landfill that will
result In increased land use compatibility impacts to Santee, unless they can be
adeguately mitigated. The Draft EIR fails to adequately mitigale the Project's impacls
on the host jurisdiction — Santee — and must be significantly revised and re-circulated to
address Santee’s concerns.

Summary of Project

The Project proposes to increase the total Sycamore Landfill {(“Landfill") capacity from
71 to 157 million cubic yards (mey) of municipal solid waste (MSW} and fo increasse the
average daily municipal waste tonnage from the current 3,965 tons per day {tpd) to a
maximum of 13,000 tpd as of 2025, with the increases proposed in a series of steps.
The Projact also involves the expansion of ancillary facilities and operations, and thus
the actual total waste stream will significantly exceed 13,000 tpd. To accommadate the
proposed Landfill expansion, the Project seeks an East Elliot Community Plan
Amendment, Amendment of San Diego's Progress Guide and General Plan, Rezoning
of the Project Site to Industrial, Amendment to Planned Oevelopment Permit/Site
Development Permit, Approval of a Cansolidated Parcel Map, Public Right of Way and
Easement Vacations, Grant Deed, and Roadway Encroachment Permit.

10601 Magnolia Avenue = Santee, California 92071 ¢ {619) 258-4100 * www.ci.santee.ca.us

CJ Triaead s ronled paper

006101
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Comment

Sycamore Landfill
Project:NO. 5617 /4 «
SCH NQ'2003041657
City of San Diego
April 4, 2008

The Project site is located within San Diego's East Elliot Community Planning Area,
The site is generally bound by MCAS Miramar to the north, the eastern ridge line of
Little Sycamore Canyon to the east, SR-52 fo the south, and the western ridge line of|
Little Sycamare Canyon to the west. Though the jurisdictionat boundary of Santee is
located only 100 feet from the entrance of the Landfill, the Draft EIR repeatedly
downplays the Project's proximity o Santee and the fact that most, if not all, of the
Project's envirenmental impacts affect Santee and its residents. Indeed, ongoing
operations at the existing Landfill already affect the environment and local residents of
Santee in significant ways. As such, Santee is committed lo ensuring that the Project
does not further degrade its environmental quality and negatively impact surrounding
land uses, such as the West Hills High School and Fanita Ranch, as well as traffic and
circulation within the Santee, The Draft EIR.must be revised to reflect the reality that
Santee and its residents will bear the burden of the Project, even though San Diego is
the antity issuing the permits.

CEQA FRAMEWORK

CEQA, Public Resources Code section 21000 et seq., is intended to “[ijnform
governmental decision makers and the public about the potential, significant
environmental effects of proposed activities.” (Guidelines for the Implementation of the
Caiifornia Environmental Quality Act ("Guidelines™), Cal. Code Regs., 1il. 14, § 15002,
subd. (a)(1).) An EIR achieves this objective by “identifying possible ways to minimize
the significant effects, and describing reascnable alternatives o the project” for
consideration by the public and the lead agency approving the project. (Guidelines, §
15121, subd. (a).)

Santee is particularly concerned with the Project's impacts on landferm alterationfvisual
quality, traffic/circulation, air quality, odor, noise, water quality and greenhouse gas
emissions. The Draft EIR's analysis of these issues is inadequate and often based on
flawed technical studies and data. The Draft EIR has either improperly defermined that
these impacts would remain significant and cannot be fully mitigated or has failed to
impose feasible mitigation measures to reduce these impacts.

In the existing 1999 Franchise Agreement between San Diego and SLI, San Diego
agrees to "use its best efforts to expedite the processing, review and consideration of
application” for the necessary permits to expand the Landfill. Despite this contractual
statement, San Diego must still ensure that the Project satisfies the requirements of
CEQA and. mesis the objectives of the San Diego County Integrated Waste
Management Plan {(CIWMP), not just San Diego's own jurisdictiona! needs,
responsibilities, and financial incentives. The Draft EIR fails to adequately assess the
regional need for the Project under the CIWMP as well as alternatives to the Project,
such as other proposed landfills like Gregory Canyon or the effect of expanding existing
landfills while reducing the Project's disproportionate environmentat impacts on Santee.

Page 2 of 43
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Letter L4
{cont'd.)

L4-1

L4-2

L4-3

L4-4

RESPONSES TO COMMENT LETTER RECEIVED FROM CITY OF SANTEE, SIGNED BY GARY
HALBERT P.E,, AICP, DATED APRIL 4, 2008 (LETTER L4)

Response to Comment £4-1:

The FEIR in its Project Setling describes the site's location, including the distance to West Hills High
School. It includes a Regional Localion Map in Figure 1-1 showing the tocation relative o the City of
Santee, as well as a more detailed Project Vicinity Map in Figure 1-2 that shaws the City of Sanlee's
boundary as well a5 the location of Wast Hills High School and West Hills Park, Lo fact, in Comment L4-21,
the Cily of Santee references a few of the multiple references to the landfill's location in relationship to the
City of Santee. Moreover, in Section 4.1, the FEIR describes the City of Santee General Pian Land Usa
Element, and analyzes the Project’s consistency with Santee's General Plan Land Use Element in that
section. In Section 5 of the FEIR, the document addresses the City of Santee General Plan as well as the
Fanita Ranch development and other Santee development as part of the cumulative impacts analysis. The
traffic study area included the relevant Santee streets and Intersections, In addition, Santes city staff
participated in the selection of additienal viewpoints to be analyzed, and those visual simulations wera
added to the EIR.

The City understands that SLI detayed its Project (to negotiate with the City of Santee cficials) for almest a
year, in an effort to address the Clty of Santee's concems over the landfill, ultimately changing the Project
from thet originally proposed (as sef forth in Alternative 8.8} to that described as the “Project” in the FEIR.
As 2 resull, the applicant submitied a revised permit application, lowering the proposed landfill from 1,146
feet Above Mean Sea Leve! (AMSL) o 1,050 feet AMSL, at a loss of 26 million cubic yards of disposal
capacity, as describeg in the discussion of the 1145 AMSL altemative in Section 8.8 of the EIR, SLI
agreed ta place berms in locations that would block the view of the working face from the residents of
Santee, and conducted special noise monitoring at neighborhoods In Santee to ensure that any noise
impacts were specifically addressed, at Santee's request. The FEIR adequately analyzes the impacts of
the Project o all locaticns that are potentially significantly impacted, whether those locations are in Santee,
San Diego, or anywhere else,

Response to Comment L4-2:

Comment noted. Comment quotes from State CEQA Guidelines, all of which were followed in preparalion
of the FEIR, which informs the decision makers and the bublic‘ as to the potential significant effects of the
Project and idenlifies possible ways of reducing those impacts and feasitle alternatives,
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Comment
Sycamore Landfill

Sycsmore Landll Letter L4
SCH'™NG.2008041057 {cont'd.)
City of 5an Diego

April 4, 2008

L4-4
{cont'd.)

Integrated sclid waste management planning is the responsibility of all jurisdictions and
the County.

The Project’s significant, unmitigable traffic, odor and air quality impacts could be
avoided or substantially mitigated by reducing the maximum tonnage of waste L4-5
processed on a daily basis in the Project Description, which the Draft EIR should
address either as a mitigation measure or in the alternatives analysis. This reduction in
daily tonnage limits woutd not decrease the ultimate ‘capacity of the Landfill and would
have the additional benefit of increasing the lifespan of the Landfill; This longer lifespan
would enable residents and businesses in surrounding communities to dispase of their
MSW locally, reducing environmental impacts related to longer hauls of MSW.

OVERVIEW OF SANTEE'S COMMENT LETTER AND PROJECT'S IMPACTS ON
SANTEE -

This comment letter sets forth the many technical and legal deficiencies that Santee has
founa in the Oraft EIR. Santee's major concerns are first summarized in this sectien| | 4-6
and then set forth in the rest of the letter. For ease of reference, Santee's cornment
letter is separated into sections that correspond to the various chapters in the Draft EIR.

Santee is concerned with the follewing Project impacts:

Visual Impacts. The Landfill's increase from 883 AMSL to 1,050' AMSL will cause the
Landfill to be one of the tallest mountains in the westemn viewshed of Santee. The
Project will significantly impact visual quality in Santee. To address these impacts, SLI L4-7
has agreed to construct an earthen berm so that at all times no trash is visible to Santee
residents. However, the Draft EIR does not accurately include this earthen berm elther
as part of the Procject or as a mitigation measure. The discussion of the berm is
confused with the ncise berm intended o mitigate biofogical impacts. in addition, the
Draft EIR states that the noise and view-blecking barrier barms would be constructed of
solid waste andfor soit. This contradicts SLI's assurances to Santee that any berms
visible within Santee would be constructed fully of soil and that at no time would
mavement of waste be visible to residences and businesses in the City. This
commitment from SLI should be incorperated into the Project as a feasible mitigation
measure that would reduce the Project's significant visual impacts, or as part of the
Project. The berm is of vital importance to Santee, and the Draft EIR must ensure that
the berm will be constructed.

Traffic/Circulation. The Draft EIR's traffic analysis underestimates the significant
traffic impacts that the Project would have on Santee roadways, which the proposed |_4-8
mitigation measures fail to adequately mitigate. The traffic analysis underestimates trip
generation from the Landfill by as much as 32%. The traffic study incorrectly assumes
that near-term, interim, and long-term tonnage includes all waste entering the Landfill.
But the Draft EIR reveals that the tonnages assumed in the traffic study represent only
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RESPONSES TO COMMENT LETTER RECEIVED FROM CITY OF SANTEE, SIGNED BY GARY
HALBERT P.E., AICP, DATED APRIL 4, 2008 (LETTER L4} tcontinued)

Response to Comment L4-3:

The comment gives the commenter's opinion regarding the EIR's analysis in general terms. The
commenter's specific concerns are addressed specifically in the appropriate Response to Comment below.
As those responses demonstrate, the EIR's analysis is adequate under CEQA, and the City has imposed
all feasible mitigation measures available to reduce the Project’s significant impacts.

Response to Comment L4-4:

The City of San Diego is processing the application for the proposed Sycamore Landfill Master Plan and
preparing this EIR in accerdance with the requirements of CEQA. The Project proposed Is consistent with
the 2005 County Integraled Waste Management Plan ~ Countywide Siting Element {Siting Elemant).

The Siting Element was prepared as required by state regulation and approved by the Board of Supervisors
of San Diego Counfy January 5, 2005, approved by a majority of the cities with the majority of the
population and by the CIWMB on September 21, 2005. The Siting Element lays out the strategy for
disposal capacity for San Diego Counly for the next 15 years. The Sycamore Landfill Master Plan EIR
includes dala from the Siting Element, In addition, the expansion of the Sycamore Landfill accerding to the
Master Plan is specifically anticipated in the 2005 Siting Element based on information available ! that
Uime - See Siting Element Table 3.4 focl note {2) on page SE 13, and the Sycamore Canyon Landfill Fact
Sheet on pages SE 20 and 21.

The Siting Element provides a list of operating landfHls in the County and their remaining capacity, identifies
the new capacity that would be brought on by likely new landfills and expansions, identifies anticipated
disposal needs, compares existing and kkely new capacity with identified disposal needs, and discusses
other disposal options such as out of county transporl. The Siting Element does not provide dispesal
informalion by jurisdiction; such information is available in Table 4.2, Quanlity of Solid Waste Disposed, of
the companion 2005 Counfywide Inlegrated Waste Management Plan, Counfywide Summary Plan. That
document shows that approximately 50 percent of the waste disposal in ihe County as of the year 2001
was from the City of San Diego,

The Siting Element focuses on two impartant waste disposal capacity topics, physical landfill capacity and
landfil rale of acceptance. The "physical landfill capacity” is defined as the remaining volumelric capacity of
existing landfills, Physical capacity represents lhe volume available to be filled, and is different from the rate
at which materials may enter. The rate al which materials may enter the !andfills, *Landfill Rate of
Acceplance,” is reslricted by annual and/or daily traffic and tonnage limits at disposal and {ransfer facilities,
even lhough there may be sufficient physical capacity, The permitted daily and annual dispesal tonnages
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RESPONSES TO COMMENT LETTER RECEIVED FROM CITY OF SANTEE, SIGNED BY GARY
HALBERT P.E., AICP, DATED APRIL 4, 2008 {LETTER L4} continued)

Response to Comment L4-4: (cont's)

are specified in the Solid Wasie Facility Permlt (SWFP) for the facility, and sometimes in other permits.
These limits ara a matter of traffic control and health and welfare protection, and are changed through the
permil review process.

Siting Element Physical Capacity

In 2005 there were seven active landfills in San Diego County, four operated by Affied Waste, one operated
by the Ciiy of San Diego, and two operated by the US Marine Corps. Permitied physical capacity in 2005
was eslimated to be 52 Million Tons (Siting Element Table 3.3). Without any new physical capacity, the
Siting Element demonstrated remaining capacily through the year 2016, With the addition of the proposed
Sycamore Expansion volumes in the year 2005, the Siting Element demonstrates remaining physical
capacity beyord the planning horizon, 2020,

As described in the Countywide Siting Element (2005), Gregory Canyon Landfil is a proposed landfll that
was approved by County voters in 1984, However, as of this time, no schedule for its opening has been
provided by its proponents. According o the Siting Element {Figure 3.1), if opened, Gregory Canyon would
provide an increase in permitted disposal tons within San Diego County of approximately 500,000 ‘ons per
year, atout 10% of the total County capacity. The Siting Element demanstrates that if Gregory Canyon
Landfill were to come online in 2008, but withou! any expansion of Sycamore, there would be physical
capacity threugh the planning horizon, 2020; however, there would be only enough for about one more year
of disposal. With the Sycamore Master Plan and Gregory, the Siing Element demonsirates remaining
physical capacity through the planning horizon 2020.

The Siting Eiement does not identify any other San Diego County landfill as coming online lhrough the year
2020.

Siting Element Rate of Acceptance

The Siting Element demonstrated adequate rate of acceptance capacity al the existing landfills under the
SWFPs in place in 2005 through the year 2007 {See Siting Element Table 3.4). This forecast did in fact
prove lo be accurale as local landfills bumped up against their daily caps (piease see Response To
Comment L3-4 for more informalion). The Siting Element anticlpated approval of the proposed Sycamore
Landfill Master Plan in 2005 with stepped increased daily acceptance caps. With these increases, the
Siting Element demonsirated adequate rate of acceptance capacily through the year 2016, The Siting
Element demnonstrated that with Gregory Canyon Landfill coming online in 2006 and without any increased
daily capacity at Sycamore, County daily acceptance rates would only be adequate through the year 2010.

Sycomore Landfill Master Plan Finol EIR
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RESPONSES TO COMMENT LETTER RECEIVED FROM CITY OF SANTEE, SIGNED BY GARY
HALBERT P.E., AICP, DATED APRIL 4, 2008 (LETTER L4) (continued)

Response to Commant L4-4: (eont'd)

The Siting Element shows Ihat with the proposed Sycamere Master Plan and Gregary Canyon Landill,
Ihere is adequate rale of acceptance capacity through the planning hofizen, 2020; but it appears that daily
capacily shortfalls would Begln in 2021,

Updated Information

The 2005 Siling Element does not reflect recent changes in the solid waste system in San Diego County
and some of the assumptions used in preparing the Siting Element were incorrect. mportant changes
include the increased capacity at Sycamare Landfill administratively recognized by the Integrated Waste
Management Board (SWFP 37-AA-0023 Revision 9/15/08) and the proposed increased physical capacity
at Miramar Landfll. Sycamore was also granted an increase in dady tonnage from 3300 tpd to 3965 tpd
(SWFP 37-AA-0022 Revision 9/15/08). The incorrect assumptions included the opening date for Gregory
Canyon and the approval date for the proposed Sycamore Landiilt Master Plan. The applicant provided
two tables, attached, that update the Information from the Siting Element, and the foliowing informaticn is
from those tables.

Lipdated Physical Capacity

The updated information provided by the Applicant assumes approval of the Project in 2009, cpening of
Gregory Canyon in 2009, and approval of the proposed expansion of Miramar Landfill in 2009. These
assumptions may be optimistic. Withou! Gregory or the Project capacity, the updated information
demansirales remaining physical capacily lhrough the year 20621, With the addition of the proposed
Sycamore Expansicn volumes in the year 2009, the updated information demonstrates remaining physical
capacity bayend the year 2025.

The updated information demonstrates that with Gregory Canyon coming online in 2008, but without any
expanslon of Sycamore, there is physical capacity through the year 2025; howaver, only enough for about
one more year of disposal. With both Sycamore and Gregory, the updated information demonstrates
remaining physical capacily beyond the year 2025.

As stated previcusly, the Siting Element doss not identify ary other San Diego County landfil as coming
online through the year 2020. The Cily is unawarg of any new Information that would warrant a change to
that assumption.
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RESPONSES TO COMMENT LETTER RECEIVED FROM CITY OF SANTEE, SIGNED BY GARY
HALBERT P.E., AICP, DATED APRIL 4, 2008 (LETTER L4} continuag)

Responss to Comment L4-4: (cont'a)

Updaled Rate of Acceplance

The updated information demonstrates adequate rata of acceptance capacity at the existing tandfills under
the SWFPs in place through the year 2008. Wilh approval of the proposed Sycamore Landfill Master Plan
the updated informalion demonstrates adequate rate of acceptance capacity through the year 2019, The
updaled infermation demonstrates that with Gregory cpening but without any increased dally capacity at
Sycamore, Counly daily acceptance rates would only be adequate through the year 2012. The updated
information shows that with the proposed Sycamore Master Plan and opening of Gregery Landfill, there is
adequate rate of acceptance capacity only through the year 2018.

Both the Siting Element ane the updated information demonstrate a clear need for the proposed Sycamore
Landfill Master Plan and Gregory Canyan in order lo meet daily acceptance needs within the County. For
this reason, a new landfill at Gregory Canyan is not a feasible allernative to the Project.

This information demonstrates the need for the Project, particularly to provide daily acceptance capacity but

also to contribule 1o long-term solution fo waste dispcsal needs in the County. A summary of this
information has been added to FEIR Sections 2.3.1.8 and 3.2.3.2 to clarify the need for the Project
provided in the EIR.

This comment and others question the use of out of County landfill sites as alternatives to the proposed
Sycamore Landfill Master Plan. Refiance on out of County landfill siles would only meet two of the 12
Proiect objectives. The GHG emissions per ton of waste associated with landfiling would be similar
regardless of the disposal site chosen; however, the GHG emissions 1o transport the waste 1o an cut of
County disposal facility would be substantially greater than those required to transport the waste lo

'Sycamore Landfll, Fer these reasons, out of County alternalives are not deemed feasible,

Sycamore tandfill Master Plan Final EIR
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Response to Comment L4-4: {zont'd}
Updated CIWMP CSE Table 3.3
San Diego County Physlcal Landfill Capaclty Projection
{Millions of Tons}

With Sycamore Capacity Correction from 40 to 70 mey in 2007 and Miramar Increase from 56.5.mcy to
76.5mey, Sycamore Master Plan and Gregory LF starting in 2009

Sycamore Canyon Proposed
Expansion Gregory Canyon
In-County
Excess
In-County  (Existing
In-County In-County Excess +
Landfill  Existing Proposed  Excess  Proposed (Existing Sycamore
Rate of  Physical In-County Expansion (Existlng+ Additional + +
. Year Disposal Capacity Excess  Capaclty Sycamore) Capacity Gregaryl  Gregory)
1895 24
1896 24
1697 25
14998 27
1999° 28
2000 3.2
2001 36
2002 35 629 59.4 524
2003 36 59.4 55.8 568
2004 38 55.8 52 520
2005 38 ma 53 68.0
2006. 39 68 64.1 ) 64.1
2007 4.1 64.1 80 : 60.0
2008 43 60 55.7 85.7
2009 4.4 68.5 64.1 61.9° 126.0 33.4% 975 159.4
2010 45 841 59.5 1214 928 154.8
2011 4.7 59.5 54.8 116.7 88.2 1501
2012 49 54.8 49.9 1118 833 145.2
2013 5 499 44.9 {06.8 783 140.2
2014 5.2 449 397 1016 73.1 135.0
2015 53 9.7 .4 86.3 67.8 129.7
2016 55 344 289 0.8 623 124.2
2017 56 289 233 85.2 56.7 1166
2018 5.8 233 175 79.4 509 1128
2019 59 17.5 1.8 735 45 106.8
2020 6.1 11.6 55 67.4 38.9 100.8
2621 6.3 55 0.8 81.1 326 945
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AR L RESPONSES TO COMMENT LETTER RECEIVED FROM CITY OF SANTEE, SIGNED BY GARY HALBERT
DR P.E., AICP, DATED APRIL 4, 2008 (LETTER L4) (continuc)

Response to Comment L4-4: (conrd)
Updated CIWMP CSE Table 3.3
San Dlego County Physical Landfill Capacity Projection
{Millions of Tons}

With Sycamore Capacity Correctlon from 40 te 70 mcy In 2007 and Miramar Increase from 56.5.mcey to
76.5mey, Sycamore Master Plan and Gregory LF starting In 2009

Sycamore Canyon Proposed
Expanslon Gragory Canyon
In-County
Excess
In-County  {Exlsting
In-County In-County Excess +
Landfill  Existing Proposed  Excess  Proposed (Existing Sycamore
Rate of  Physical In-County Expansion {Existing+ Additional + +
Year Dlsposal Capacity Excess  Capacity Sycamwore] Capacity Gregory] Gregory)
022 6.5¢ 0.8 7.3 54.6 264 88.0
2023 6.1 -7.3 1441 418 193 81.2
2024 7.0 -14.1 210 409 124 743
2025 .2 210 -28.3 337 5.1 7.1

Footnotes
Correction in capacity of Sycamare Canyon LF from 20.6 mcy o 48.1 mey as of 2/05 per SWFP
1 revision 9/2006.
This amounts fo a 27.5 mey increase or 19.8 milfion tans.

2 Assume Miramar expansion to 76.5mcy in 2009 from 56.5mcy previously approved shown in 2005
CSE. Therefore the net increase = 20.0 mcy or 12.8 million fons. This also assumes a conversion
fastor of 0.72 tonslcy for Sycamore and 0.64 tons/cy for West Miramar LF per CIWMP-SE (pp SE-17
& SE-20).

3 Assume Sycamore Master Plan and Gregory Canyon LF are permitled and begin operation effective
/112009, Sycamore Increase In capacily is 8 mey or 61.9 million tons,

4 After 2020 an annval increase in disposal rate of 3.4 % was assumed based on buflet 2, on page
SE-8 of the CIWMP-CSE.

000168
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RESPONSES TO COMMENT LETTER RECEIVED FROM CITY OF SANTEE, SIGNED BY GARY HALBERT P.E,, AICP,
DATED APRIL 4, 2008 {LETTER L4) {continuad)

Response to Comment L4-4: {contd,)

{Millions of Tons)

With Sycamore Capacity Correction from 40 to 70 mcy in 2007 and W, Miramar Increase from 56.5.rﬁcy to 76.5mcy,
Sycamare Master Plan and Gregory LF starting in 2009

Updated CIWMP CSE Table 3.4
San Diego County Landfill Rate of Acceptance

Sycamare Canyon Proposed Gregory
Expansion Canyon
In-
County
Excess
In- Exlsting In-County  (Existing
County Annual Proposed  In-County Excess +
Landfill  Permitted In. Increasein  Excess Proposed  [Existing Sycamore
Rate of Rate of County Rateof  (Existing+  Rateof + +
Year Disposal Acceptance  Excess  Acceptance Sycamore) Acceptance Gregory)  Gregory)
1895 24
1996 24
1997 25
. 1998 27
1999 2.8
2000 32 42 1.0
2001 36 42 06
2002 35 42 07
2003 36 42 [+1:3
2004 3.8 42 ¢4
2005 38 4.2 04
2006 39 431 04
2007 41 43 02
2008 43 43 0.0 :
2009 44 4.3 0.1 082 0y 088 0.5 13
2010 45 43 0.3 1.64 12 08 03 1.8
2011 47 43 0.4 16 1.1 0.8 0.2 1.7
2012 49 4.3 0.6 18 [the} 05 0.0 15
2013 5.0 43 0.7 18 03 6 0.1 14
2014 52 4.3 -0.9 16 08 08 03 12
2015 53 43 -1.0 1.9% 09 [+ 04 15
2016 55 43 -1.2 19 07 06 0.6 1.3
2017 56 4.3 13 19 06 06 0.7 12
2018 58 43 1.5 19 0.4 06 0.9 10
2018 58 29 30 19 14 06 -2.4 0.5
Sycamore Landfill Master Plan Final EIR RTC-104 September 2008



A )
[y I P i .. : RESPONSES TO COMMENT LETTER RECEIVED FROM CITY OF SANTEE, SIGNED BY GARY HALBERT P.E., AICP,

DATED APRIL 4, 2008 (LETTER L4) (continusq)

Response to Comment L4-4: (cont'd)

Updated CIWMP CSE Table 3.4
San Diego County Landfilt Rate of Acceptance

(Millions of Tons)
With Sycamore Capacity Correction from 40 to 70 mey in 2007 and W. Miramar Increase from 56.5.mey to 76.5mey,

Sycarore Master Plan and Gregory LF starting in 2009

Sycamore Canyon Proposed Gregory
Expansion _ Canyon
In-.
County
Excess
In- Existing In-County  {Existing
County Annual Proposed  In-County Excess +
Landfill  Permitted In- Increase in  Excess Proposed  (Existing Sycamore
Rate of Rate of County Rateof  (Existing+  Rate of + +
Year Disposal Acceptance  Excess  Acceplance Sycamore} Acceptance Gregory) Gregory)
2020 g1 29 3.2 22 -1.0 08 28 0.4
2021 83 29 -34 22 1.2 085 -2.8 0.8
2022 €5 29 -36 22 1.4 -1.4
2023 6.7 28 -39 22 -1.8 -1.6
2024 70 28 4.1 22 -1.8 -1.8
2025 72 29 4.3 2.8 1.7 -1.7
Footnotes
1. Add SLI 3300 to 3965 tpd from 2007 to 2008 = §65tpd x 52wks x 5.5daysiwk = 150,150 =0.18 Mmtpy
2 Add 1.4mcy for years 2008 through 2018 for Miramar Expansicn - daily acceptance stay the same
3 Add SLI 3965 to 6800 in 2009 = (6800 - 3965 x 266 = 810,810 = 0.81 Mmipy
4 Add SL1 6800 to 9400 in 2010 to 2014 = 2600 x 286 = 743,600 = 0.74Mmipy
5 Add SL19400 to 10700 in 2015 to 2078 = 1300 x 286 = 371,800 = 0.37Mmipy
g Add SLL 10700 ta 11800 in 2020 to 2024 = 1107 x 286 = 314 600 = 0. 31Mmtpy
7 Add SLI 1180C 1o 13000 in 2025 lo 2028 = 1200 x 286 = 343,200 = 0.34Mmtpy
8 Move Gragory Canyon LF start to 2009
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RESPONSES TO COMMENT LETTER RECEIVED FROM CITY OF SANTEE, SIGNED BY GARY
HALBERT P.E., AICP, DATED APRIL 4, 2008 {LETTER L4) icontinued)

Response to Comment L4-5;

The EIR describes significant and unmitigable traffic impacts on SR-52 and &t the Mast Boulevard
westbound (WB) en-ramp to SR-52 associated with traffic volumes in excess of 2,100 tickets/5,850 ADT,
Odor impacts would be considered significant and unmitigable regardiess of the tonnage delivered because
there are no feasible measures that guarantee odars from greens material, composting operations, or an
cccasional oderous lead of wasle would not be detectable at sensitive receptor locations cn occasion. The
potential for such impacts is more likely related to operational problems and atmospheric conditions than fo -
the ameunt of greens and waste defivered. Significant and unmitigable air quality impacts are related lo
emissions from diesel engines (PMzs), and landfill gas emissions, both of which are related to the rate of
receipt of waste.

The Project includes a stepped increase in vehicular Wrips and wasle acceplance in an allempt 1o
accommaedate the anticipated increases in required daily rates of acceptance that are documented in the
Siling Element. The decision makers can choose to approve the Project as proposed, or lo approve the
Preject onfy up to a certain level of vehicular trips and/or associated waste acceplance. [t is nol necessary
for the EIR to consider & reduction in propesed daily tonnage limits {or vehicular trips) as an allernative to
the Praject as requested by some commenters, since such a reduction is within the scope of the Project
analyzed in the EIR.

As described in the Response To Comment L4-4, the waste disposal issue facing the region is not only a
lack of physical long-term capacity, but more critically, a lack of daily acceptance capacity. The updated
dalty acceptance information shows the region running out of daily acceptance capacity in 2019 even with
the Project and a new landfill at Gregory Canyon. Even with the Project's proposed daily tennage
increases to 10,700 tpd in 2020 and 11,800 tpd in 2020, the region still is net anticipated to have adequate
daily acceptance capacily afler 2018.

The need for additional daily acceptance capacily is reflected in the Project's objectives {EIR Section 3.1.1,
page 3-1 lo 3-2). Objective 2 of the Preject is to increase the allowable daily tennage and associated traffic
Into the landfill te assist in meeting current and future increased waste disposal needs from both the City
and other jurisdictions in the region. Objective 9 s to extend tha life of the county-wide landfill systam
{incorporated and unincorporated areas) and assist in fuffilling the City of San Diego's need for tong term
waste disposal in a facility that utilizes up-to-dale environmental controls. Not approving the total daily
waste volumes reguesled by the Project would exacerbate the anticipated shertfall in daily accepltance
capacity, resulting in the need for either a new or expanded disposal facility in the County or out of County
fransport for that pertion of the wasle siream that requires disposal. Both of these potenfial options would
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RESFONSES TO COMMENT LETTER RECEIVED FROM CITY OF SANTEE, SIGNED BY GARY
HALBERT P.E., AICP, DATED APRIL 4, 2008 (LETTER L4} {zontinued)

Response fo Comment £4-5: (cont'd)

have adverse environmenlal impacts of their own, including likely traffic, air quality, biological and visual
impacts. Moreover, the lack of adequate daily acceptance capacity could result in increased incidences of
ilegat dumping, with its own impacts.

Response to Comment L4-6:
The City of San Diego disagrees that there are technical or legal deficiencies in the EIR as demanstrated
below in the responses to the City of Santee's specific comments.

Response to Comment L4-7: .

The berm is designed to act both as a barrier to views of landfill activities and as a noise reduction
measure, Please see the top cross-section shown in EIR Figure 4.3-4a, showing that the berm on the
eastern side would be constructed completely of soil or rock, much like the view/noise barrier berm
constructed in the last year on the existing landfill Stege |. Mitigation Measures 4.3.3a and 4.6.0 have been
revised to clarify that the berms would mitigate both potential ncise impacts and view impacts, by shielding
Saniee residents from views of landfill operations as well as atlenuating sound levels, The mitigation

‘measures also would ensure that the berms on the eastern side of the landfill wouid be buiit with soil and

rock, as requestad by the City of Santee.

Response to Comment L4-8:

All trips associated with the Project were included in the EIR traffic analysis. EIR Table 3.2-3 (page 3-32)
shows all of the anticipated waste streams axpected to e delivered to the Landfil with approval of the
Project. EIR Table 3.2-4 (page 3-34) shows the vehicle trips that would be required to deliver the wasle
sireams from Table 3.2-3 and also the number of vehicles required 1o haul aggregate off-site and to bring in
base material, The last column of that table shows the vehicle {rips that are included in the EIR analysis for
other trips, such as employee and vendor trips, These are data that were used to prepare the Traffic

-Analysis reporied in the EIR (Section 4.4), and, therefore, if anything, ensure that the traffic study

overestimated the trips.
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Sycamore Landfill
Project NO. 5617
SCH NC.200304 1057
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the Project MSW, excluding consideration of traffic impacts from increased loads of
base material, greens, construction and demolition (C&D} materials, Class B Biosolids,
and other recyclables. This fatal error in the traffic study must be corrected and the
entire traffic analysis must be revised and re-circulated.

Further, the Transportation Demand Management Plan proposed as a mitigation
measure to reduce traffic impacts on SR-52 during peak hours would need to consider
other traffic management tools in order to be effective and must be given “teeth” to
require their implementation. Even with the implementation of these measures, physical
traffic improvements would likely be necessary to reduce impacts tc a less than
significant level. Revising the permissitle daily tonnage levels in the Project would be
the mast feasible, envirenmentally superior approach to mitigating traffic impacts. inthe
alternative, the Project's daily tonnage limits and permissible tickets should be phased
in order to limit increases in Landfill operations until the phased freeway improvements
to SR 52 are completed. Further, a permanent cap of 10,700 tpd, the maximum that
can be handled with future planned improvements, shoutd be imposed on the Landfill.

Average Daily Tonhnage Limits. The Prcject Description should be revised to reduce
daily tonnage limits from thase proposed in order to avoid or at least reduce anticipated
significant, unmitigable traffic, odor and air quality impacts, Alternatively, the Project
alternatives analysis should consider reducing the daily tcnnage limits from those
proposed in the Project and re-visiting the County's solid waste capacity needs cnce
San Diego determines whether the Gregory-Landfill project, as well as other proposed
Landfills in the County that are referenced in the Draft EIR, will procesd. Or, at a
minimum, the Project’s daily tonnage limits and permissible tickets should be phased in
order 1o limit increases in Landfill operations until the phased freeway improvements to
SR 52 are completed. Further, a permanent cap of 10,700 tpd, the maximum that can

be handled with fulure planned improvements, should be imposed on the Landfill.

Odors. The Draft EIR concludes that green material or composting odors “may” be
detectable at sensitive receptor locations and that the “potential” for such odars is
considered a significant impact. Cdors resuiting from greens processing have been the
primary cause of odor complaints from Santee residents living downwind from the
Landfill. Although complaints have been reduced by the adopted Cdor Management
Plan, with increased greens processing and the potential addition of composting, the
Draft EIR should incarporate an-updated and expanded Odor Management Plan as a
mitigation measure for this Project. The Draft EIR must also adequately evaluate the
odor and air quality impacts from future composting operations, even at the
programmatic level. The Draft EIR alsc concludes that odorous MSW received at the
Landfill scales “may” result in oder impacts at sensitive receptor locations, which are not
adequately mitigated. The Project Description further states that SLI is “considering”
accepting dewatered sewage sludge (biosolids) at the Landfill. Biosolids have the
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Letter L4
{cont'd.)

L4-8
(cont'd.)

1.4-9

L4-10

L4-11

RESPCONSES TO COMMENT LETTER RECEIVED FROM CITY OF SANTEE, SIGNED BY GARY
HALBERT P.E., AIGP, DATED APRIL 4, 2008 (LETTER L4} (centinued)

Response to Comment L4.8:
Ses Response (o Comment L1-& regarding the TOM Plan and Response to Comment L4-5 regarding the
10,700 tpd cap.

Response to Comment L4-10:
See Response lo Cemment L4-5.

Response to Comment L4-14:

The word "may” was used in the EIR because odor detection off-site is highly variable, and is an
intermittent, rather than a constant problem. In the mest recent year, documented in Figure 3 of EIR
Appendix G, there were gight odor complaints recelved by APCO regarding landfill odors,

Qdor complaints can be considered more likely under cerlain meteorological conditions. Stable
atmospheric conditions with fittle wind minimize the dilution of oderous compounds and are more tikely 1o
lead lo odor complaints, while windy conditions cause greater dilution of any odorous emissions and less
perceived odor by nearby receptors. Despite ihis, the most direct correlation between facility operations
and odor complaints has been the past praclices assoclated with green waste processing, rather than
rheteorological conditions. Past odor complaints were also found to be more frequent in the late spring and
early summer. The highest frequency of complaints cccurred from April through June of 2001. These
complaints have been more closely tied lo facility operations, however, than to the season or weather
conditiens.

The present odor impact area has been documented by the complaint history at the site. Very few recent
complaints have been received, which evidences that few objectionable odors are present’beyond the
facilly boundary. The odor events that have occurred have been aftributed to unusual events outside of
normal operations, Such events are dealt with immadiately per the Cdor Management Plan, lo minimize
the impact of the objectionable odors at nearby receplors.

The Odor Management Plan, revised in 2003, has been effective in substantially reducing odor complainis,
if increased intake of greens results in increased cdor complaints, procedures in the Cdor Management
Plan would be revised, as stated in MM 4.7.3g. Seclion 17863.4 of the California Code of Regulations
Odor Impact Minimization Plan requires the operator of a Compostable Materials Facility to annually review
the Odor Impact Management Plan for adequacy and initiate updates if needed. |f measures incorporated
into the Cdor impact Minimizationr Pfan are being followed and odor impacts still occur to the surrounding
cormmunity the LEA may require the facility operator o take additional reascnable and feasible measures to
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RESPONSES TO COMMENT LETTER RECEIVED FROM CITY oF SANTEE, SIGNED BY GARY
HALBERT P.E., AICP, DATED APRIL 4, 2008 {LETTER L4) (continued)

Responsa to Comment Ld-11: {cont'd)

minimize odors. Since SLI would be sharing odor complaint information with the City of Santee within 24
hours, and on a quarterly basis (MM 4.7.3n}), there is 2 buill-in incentive for SLI to identify the specific odor
problems, and address them through apprapriate procedures, The same thing is true regarding potential
composting. Since the specific compost procedure has not been defined, it is impossible 2t this time Lo
identify specilic compost odor management procedures, beyond those described in MM 4.7.3. Intake of
odoreus materials at the scales area s an on-going operaticnal issue, and is completely dapendent on the
nature of the material being processed. However, the relocation of the scales area, and cngoing
arocedures to bury such oderous materials immediately, are expecled, based on past experience, to prove
effective. Sycamore Landfill is permitted to accept bicsolids now. If there are any odor impacts associated
with such acceptance, odor complaints would be reported fo the City of Santes within 24 hours, and would
report on such odors to the Cily of Santee in the quarterly report identified in MM 4.7.3h. Odors related to
the transportation and disposal of biosclids at Sycamore Landfill would be addressed under the regulatory
authority of the APCD,
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potential to result in significant odor impacts, which have not been adequately analyzed
under the Draft EIR.

Air Quality. The Project's air quality analysis assumes that the type and nature of the
waste accepted at the Landfill would not appraciably change aver the life of the facility.
This assumption and the analysis is flawed in that the Project would add biosclids and
composting waste to the Landfill facility, resulting in a higher percentage of organic
waste. Also, the air quality analysis used to ferm the conclusion in the Drafi EIR
underestimates the waste stream and cumulative waste of the Project and should be re-
calculated,

Noise. The Draft EIR's noise analysis is flawed because it fails to provide, in addition to
the Community Noise Equivalent Level (CNEL} descriptor, the most fundamental
information about the Project's noise impacts - l.e., the number of additional truck trips
that will occur as a result of the Project, the frequency of those trips, and their effect on
sleeping Santee residents. The prabability of being repeatedly awakened by multiple
single-event sounds can be calculated, given sufficient data. Thus, the Draft EIR should
include a Single Event Noise Exposure Level {SENEL} descriptor in adcition to the
CNEL descriptor and incorporate mitigation ‘measures to reduce significant noise
impacts in addition {o the proposed noise berm, if necessary.

Litter. The Draft EIR fails to adequately consider the Project's off-site litter impacts.
The increased daily tonnage limits will result In increased waste load haulers accessing
the Landfill site who use major arterials and other streets In Santee. The
Environmental Setting, Project Description, Visual Impacts, Hydrelogy, and Public
Services Sections of the Draft EIR should discuss the incorporation of a litter control
pragram into the Project in order to reduce off-site litter on Santee roads. Litter control
has a direct relationship to water quality and these impacts must be fully discussed and
mitigated where feasible. To mitigate the significant impact that ofi-site litter has on
Santee roads, San Diego should impose a fixed impact fee systern whereby fees are
provided to Santee to manage off-site litter issues.

Global Warming Impacts, According to San Diego’s Draft General Plan Program EIR,
solid waste accounts for 20% of the 1990 greenhouse gas (GHG} emissicn baseline.
Nevertheless, the Draft EIR's global warming analysis does not even attempt to quantify
the Project's GHG emissions, conduct a sufficient cumulative impact analysis, or
propose sufficient mitigation measures in violation of CEQA.

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Access to Landfill Site

On Page ES-2, the Draft EIR states that “[p]rimary access" to the Project site is through
SR 52, the SR-52/Mast Boulevard interchange, and the landfill entrance at the

Page 5of 43
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Letter L4
{cont'd.)

L4-11
(cont'd.)

L4-12

L4-13

L4-14

L4-15

L4-16

RESPONSES TO COMMENT LETTER RECEIVED FROM CITY OF SANTEE, SIGNED BY GARY
HALBERT P.E., AICP, DATED APRIL 4, 2008 (LETTER L4} tcontinued)

Response to Comment L4-12;

The Sycamore Landfill Proposed Master Plan weuld not be composting waste without first requiring further
environmental analysis of such an operation. There is no indication that the acceptance of biosolids would
substantially increase the organic fraction of the wasle,

The Project's air quality analysis assumes that the type and nature of the waste that the landfill would
accepl would not appreciably change over the life of the facilily, The air analysis for the Project used the
LANDGEM mode! and emissicn factors from US EPA's AP-42, which incluges waste streams which include
biosolids and high levels of organics, and uses arganics well above the maximum rate of acceptance,
Response o Comment Ld-13: .

The noise analysis prepared as part of the EiR takes into account additienal truck trips, requency of those
trips, and the trips' effect on sensitive receplors. See, for example, Table 4.6-7b, which shows the number
of tickets per hour under various scenarios. Mulliple single-event sounds are calculated &s part of the
measurement of the Community Ncise Equivalent Level {CNEL). See also page 4.6-27 of the EIR, in
section 4.6.4.2a, which describes a worst-case evening and night-lime truck scenario, and demonstrates
that the Project would not create a significant noise impact.

Response fo Comment L4-14;

Temporary liter fencas are placed along the rim of the top deck and the access road 1o intercept blowing
debris during windy periods. Portable litter fences are used by SLI near the active working face. As stated
in seclion 3.2.2.5 of the EIR, operational practices under the Project would not very significantly from
current practices.

SLI is required 1o control litter around the {acifity and on-site by CIWMB regulation 27 CCR Section 20830
as described in Section 2.3.1.7 H - Litter Contrel. These regulations state that the facility shall *prevent the
accumulalion, or off-site migration, of litier in quantilies that create a nuisance or cause other problems. * In
addition, Section 5.3 (J) of the facility's Franchise Agreement with the City of San Diego {available at the
City of San Diego City Clerk's office) reguires it to take measures to malntain roads and streets within a one
{1} mile radius surrounding tke fandiill free from litter from the cperations of the landfill, Control ang
coftection of Iitter around the facility leads to capture of these materials before they can accumulate in
significant quantities that could negatively impact surface water, off-site streets or other portions of the
environment,  Most litter consists primanly of plastic bags and paper, which are not toxic to the
environment. Regular callection and removal keeps, and would confinug to keep, such litter from having a
significant impact.
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_RESPONSES TO COMMENT LETTER RECEIVED FROM CITY OF SANTEE, SIGNED BY GARY

HALBERT P.E., AICP, DATED APRIL 4, 2008 {LETTER L4) {continued)

Response to Comment L4-14: jcont'd,)

The landfil currenlly employs laborers o collect on-sile and off-site litter, and hires additional lemporary
labor as necessary to coflect litter on-windy days. To discourage generation of off-sile litter, the facility
rejects any open loads that are not tarped, and provides a place at the active landfill disposal face for
drivers lo sweep out and clean their vehicles prior to leaving the site to minimize litter from recantly emptied
trucks. The landfill also minimizes the areas of exposed waste. These practices, and others described in
EIR Section 2.3.1.7, would continue with the expanded facility. The facility has not received a violation for
litter since the landfill was purchased by SLt in 1997; therefore, the EIR concludes there would be no
significant impact to streels in Santee, or other off-site sireets or surface waters, from Litter.

Ne fixed impact fee system or off-site litter control program is therefore necessary because the Project
does not have a significant impact due to litter.

Response to Comment L4-15:

Appendix F4 provides a detailed, quantitative evaluation of greenhouse gas {GHG) emissions from both the
baseline and the Project, and it also discusses alternatives to landfilling, in addition, it discusses the use of
the tandfll gas as a renewable energy source.

Response to Comment L4-16:

The woerd “primary” here refers to use of SR-52 and the Mast Boulevard inlerchange as the main direction
frem which traffic fravels fo the Sycamore Landfill. The EIR shows the relationship betwean the {andfill
entrance and the City of Santes in several figures, incliding Figure 3-2 (EIR Section 3 2.1); Figure 4.1-2
{EIR Section 4.1.1.1 C); Figure 4.1-6 (EIR Section 4.1.2.2 A}; and Figure 4.6-4 (EIR Section 4.6.3.2 A).
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intersection of Mast Boulevard and West Hills Parkway, Santee is not aware of any
access o the Project site other than the Mast Boulevard entrance. Thus, the phrase
“primary access” should be deleted from the Draft EIR. Although technically access is
through San Diego, the reality is that the Project's impacts are on the residents of
Santee. The Draft EIR should make this clearer.

California Integrated Waste Managament Plan

On Page ES 1-2, the Draft EIR states that California laws and regulations requira that
each region maintain 15 years of solid waste disposal capacity. In San Diego, this
requirement is satisfied through the California Integrated Waste Management Plan’s
("CIWMP*) Countywide Siting Element. The Draft EIR further states that with approval
of both the Project and Gregery Canyon Landfill, San Diego County would have
approximately 20 years of solid waste disposal capacity, but only if dally tonnage rates
can be sufficiently increased to accemmodate the rate of dispesal. According to the
CIWMP, if only the Project were approved, the in-County capacity would decrease o 18
years, and if neither were approved, some solid waste may need to be shipped out of
the County as early as 2007. However, the Draft EIR qualifies this analysis, prepared.in
2004, by stating that it “did not take into account additional Municipal Solid Waste
(MSW) capacity at Sycamore Landfill identified as a result of recent capacity
calculations for the 2006 SWFP, nor did it foresee the increase to a maximum of 3,965
tpd as part of that permit.”

The Draft EIR should re-evaluate the region's waste disposal needs by including the
most recent capacity calculations for the Landfil. On Page 3-1, cne of the project
objectives listed is to “increase the allowable daily tonnage and associated traffic into
the landfill to assist in meeting current and future increased waste disposal needs of
both the City and other jurisdictions in the region." If the need for the Project is based
on the region's need for waste disposal, then it is imperative that the analysis of the
region's needs be accurate. In addition, the 2006 capacity calcufations call into
questicn the previous capacity caiculations in the CIWMP and elsewhere regarding the
region's Landfill needs and capacity. To aveid overstating the need for the Project, the
capacity numbers should be reconsidered as part of the Draft EIR.

Furthermore, the analysis should consider the proposed increase in height to extend the
service life of the Miramar Landfill, the Gregory Landfill, and Campo Band of Kumeyaay
Indians Landfill in assessing the need for the expansion of the Landfill. The Draft EIR
needs to explain these proposals in detail and their likelihood of materializing. For
example, on Page 49 of the Countywide Siting Elerment, the Gregory Landfill is listed as
a "proposed site” selected by the participating jurisdictions and the County. The EIR for
the Gregory Landfill has been reviewed and.certified by the County of San Diego Local
Enforcement Agency (LEA), but the future date of operations and construction is
uncertain due to opposition from municipalities, agencies, and private parties. The Draft
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Letter L4
{cont'd.)

L4-16
(cont'd.)

L4-17

RESPONSES TO COMMENT LETTER RECEIVED FROM CITY OF SANTEE, SIGNED BY GARY
HALBERT P.E., AICP, DATED APRIL 4, 2008 (LETTER LA) (cantinued)

Response to Comment L4-17:

The Project is assumed in the County Integraled Waste Management Plan Countywide Siting Element, .
The reference in the EIR to the Countywide Siting Element is to show that the facility has been inchided in
the County's waste disposal glanning. FEIR Sections 2.3.1.8 and 3.2.3.2 have been revised to include
updates to the 2005 Siting Element information, including status of cther landfilis, As noted therein, even
with Miramar obtaining approval of an expansien and Gregory Canyon obtaining final approvals and
beginning operations, there still is a need for the Sycamore Landfill Master Plan expanslon. The Miramar
expansion would only provide a few exira years of capacity, and it is unclear hew much of the region's
waste Gregory Canyon would hardle since it has yet to obtain all of its permits, much less begin
operations. The status of having a Campo fandfill operational is even more uncertain,

As pointed out in the previous paragraph of the comment, even landfills that are "tentatively reserved” by
the CIWMB are not censidered “approved” or “permitted,” and In fact, to quote from the comment letter
itself, “all proposals for new landfills or expansions require extensive permits, which include, but are not
limited to, local Jand use approval, environmental review, and slate soiid waste facllity permitting
procedures.” Moreover, even if all of these as-yet unpermitted new {andfills or landfill expansions are fully
permitled and operational, there still would be a need for the Sycamore Landfill Master Plan expansion,
The addition of the other landfills would also help in extending the life of Sycamore Landfill and thus provide
more assurance of capacity for the region. Also, see the response to Comment L4-4,
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EIR states that “landfill opponents have filed lawsuits to stop or delay development of
the facility" but it does not explain the proposed capacity of the Gregory Landfill and
how that capacity might alleviate the need to expand the Landfil. As further discussed
befow, the altematives analysis must consider these proposed landfills and expansian
of existing landfills in assessing the need for the Project,

The Landfill is Not “Already Approved/Permitted” for Landfill Use

On Page E£5-3, the Draft EIR siates that “[tlhe primary objective of the Project is to
provide additional landfilt disposal capacity at this existing, approved site”. Likewise, on
Page 3-1 in the Project Description, the Draft EIR states that one objective .of the
Project is to “[m]ake more effective use of a site already permitted for landfill use by
reconfiguring the development plans to increase disposal capacity available for citizens
and businesses of the City of San Diego, and the region”. To the contrary, the Landfill
expansion is not considered an “approved” or "already permitted” landfill site. The
Prcject's "staged expansion of annual and daily permitted tonnage over time” is called a
“tentatively reserved expansion” in the CIWMP, Countywide Siting Element (See Pages
SE 21 and 47).' Tentatively reserved sites/expansions Included in the Siting Efement
must be found to be consistent with the applicable General Plan by the next five-year
Siting Element update, or they must be removed from the Siting Element. (Pub.
Rescurces Code, §§ 4171041712; Cal. Code Regs., tit. 14, § 18756.3.) The most
recent amendment to the Countywide Siting Element accurred in 2005. As such, the
Landfill expansion must be found consistent with the applicable General Plan by 2010,
or it must be deleted.

Furihermore, “{ijnclusion of proposed or tentatively reserved landfill sites in [the] Siting
Element does not advocate or in any way guarantee approval of sites by any agency or
iurisdiction. Ner does it advocate their use as a disposal option.  All proposals for new
landfills or expansions require extensive permits, which include, but are not limited to,
local land use approval, envircnmental review, and state solid waste facility permitling
procedures. Review and adoption of [the) Siting Element Amendment does not limit any
jurisdiction’s or interested party's right to conduct a more in-depth review of each
proposal®. Thus, San Diego should not be predisposed to approvmg the Project and
must conduct an adequate review of its environmental impacts.

Segmentation of Amendment
Description

te Franchise Agreement from Projection

On Page E8-3, the Project Description states that the Project proposes to increase daily
tonnage limits {from 3,965 tpd at Project approval up to 13,000 tpd in 2025 and

! Bur ¢vea this statug is unclear in the Countywide Siting Element because the Landfill expansion is net listed in
Chapter 7, which sets forth the “tentatively reserved sites”. That section states that of the five sites investigated,
only the Bast Otay Mesa site was described in a general County planning document.
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Letter L4
{cont'd.)

L4-17
(cont'd.)

L4-18

L4-19

L4-20

RESPONSES TO COMMENT LETTER RECEIVED FROM CITY OF SANTEE, SIGNED BY GARY
HALBERT P.E., AICP, DATED APRIL 4, 2008 (LETTER L4} (continued)

Response to Comment L4-18:

The EIR does not purgort to conclude that the proposed Master Plan Expansion is already permitted; if i
were, na EIR would be required. Rather, the EIR points out the fact that the area upon which the Project
would cperale is already the site of an existing landfill operation — the currently permitted Sycamore
Landfill. The EIR discloses the extensive permits required ‘or approval, and does not in any way imply that
because the expansicn is a "tentatively reserved expansion” in the Siting Element, no additionat approval
ara required. A list of discretionary permits required for implementation of the Project is provided in Section
1.6 of the EIR,

Response to Comment L4-19:

Neither the Project application nor this EIR asserts Ihat, because the expansion of Sycamore Landiill was
described in the 2005 Countywide Siting Element, it somehow is "approved.” The City of San Diego is
conducting the required environmental review process for the expansion in compliance with CEQA and its
regulations.

Response to Comment L4-20:

No "amendments” to the existing Franchise Agreement have been commitied to by either tha City of San
Diego or San Diego Landfill Systems, the two parties to the agreement. Until such time as en amendment
lo the Franchise Agreement would take place, as described in the EIR, the landfill wauld be limited by the
terms of the existing Franchise Agreement and the tonnage increases that it aliows In its Appendix D.
Should an amendment fo the Franchise Agreement be approved, that amendment would be anticipated lo
follow the tonnage limits cutlined in and anafyzed by the EIR. The EIR is merely explaining that, although it
is analyzing the maximum tonnage that it anticipates may be required to meet the region's disposal needs,
the actual lonnage accepied at the landfill would nonetheless be limited to that allowed by the Franchise
Agreement until such time, if aver, that the City and SLI agree to amendments that would aliow the landfi
1o accept the tonnage limits described in the E!R. Until that time, the impacts would be less than analyzed
in the EIR, because they would remain limited by the Franchise Agreement. '
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thereafter until the earliest landfill closure estimated in 2028) “depending en limits
established in the Franchise Agreement”. The entire “Project” being proposed for
approval must be described in the Draft EIR. A complete project description is
necessary to ensure that all of the Project's environmental impacts are considered.
(City of Santee v. County of San Diego (1989) 214 Cal.App.3d 1438, 1450.} Applied
here, the Project Description must include any proposed amendments to the existing
Franchise Agreement that SLI and San Diego have already committed to, including
daily tonnage increases, in order for the Draft EIR to adequately consider the
environmental impacts of these changes and incorporate adequate mitigation measures
that are not illusory. Otherwise, the Project Description must clearly state that the
Project does not encompass amendments to the Franchise Agreement. Any later
amendments to the Franchise Agresment would be subject to separate environmental
review, )

1.0, INTRODUCTION
Project's Distance from Santee

The Draft EIR is internally inconsistent when referring to the Project's distance from
Santee, For example, it states that Santee is "one mile” from the Landfill (Page 1-1);
that West Hills High Schoel (located in Santee} is located “0.75-mile” scutheast of
landfill boundary (Page 2-1); that Santee Lakes and Recreation Area is located “three-
quarters of a mile to the east of the landfill boundary” (Page 2-3); that the developed
portion of Santee’s West Hills Park is located 500 feet east of the landfill entrance (Page
2-3); and that existing residential areas are located 0.7 mile from the Landfill to the east,
0.75 miles to the southeast, and one mils to the north {Page 2-3).

In actuality, the entrance to the Landfill is 100 feet from the jurisdictional boundary of
Santes. The Draft EIR should use this figure consistently throughout the Draft EIR in
crder to adequately inform the public, agencies, and decision makers of the Project’s
proximity to Santee, The Draft EIR should not disregard the fact that Santee will hear
the burden of the majority, if not all, of the Project's environmental impacts. There are
no developed properties (residential, commercial, or industrial) in San Diego that are
proximate to the Landfill. The closest developed property in the City of San Diego is
approximately 5 miles away. The other portions of San Diego that are located near the
Landfit are open space lands and one property designated for future residential
development,

Required Permits — No Discusslon of SMARA's Application
The Draft EIR fails to address whether the Project's aggregate processing facilities are

subject to the requirements of the Surface Mining and Reclamation Act of 1975
(“SMARA™) and associated regulations. The Draft EIR should disclose whether SLI
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Letter L4
{cont'd.)

L.4-20
{cont'd.)

L4-21

L4-22

RESPONSES TO COMMENT LETTER RECEIVED FROM CITY OF SANTEE, SIGNED BY GARY
HALBERT P.E,, AICP, DATED APRIL 4, 2008 (LETTER L4) (continued)

Response to Comment L4-21;

Varying dislances between the landfill ang portions of Santee are noted because bath the landfill and the
City of Santee have iregular boundaries. The first statement, that the landfif is "one mile from Santee’ is
trug, based on the distance between the center of the main landfill area, and the nearest Sanlee corporate
boundary. ltis true that the Santee boundary comes to within 100 feet of the enirance read leading to the
landfill. There has been no altempt to conceal this, Proximily to Santee is shown in EIR Figures 1-2, 3-2,
and 4.1-6, among others.

Response to Comment L4-22:

Planned Development Permit (PCP)/Site Cevelopment Permit (SDP) 40-0765 established the aggregate
processing operation &t the proposed site; therefore, this issue is not refevant for the Project and this EIR,
The previous POP/SDP determined that the excavation and associated processing operation is a nermal
part of landfill development and cperations that is subject to 40 CFR Part 258, Subtitle D and CCR Title 27
The area being excavaled, including the location of the processing facility, would ullimately be lined in
accordance with CCR Title 27 and covered with landfilled municipal solid waste and closed in accerdance
with state and federal law. The City of San Diego has determined that this activity falls under Subtitie O
and CCR Title 27, not SMARA,
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must obtain a surface mining permit for its aggregate processing operations and the
conditions of such a perrnit if applicable.

Acreage Designated as “Landfill”

The Drafl IR is also inconsistent when addressing the acreage that wilt be designated
as “Landfili* as a result of the Project. On Page 1-13, the first paragraph states that the
Project will require an amendment to the Elliot Community Plan and the Progress Guide
and General Plan to redesignate approximately 26 acres from “Residential” to “Landfill”,
In contrast, the second paragraph states that “jo}f these 28 acres {o be redesignated,
approximately four are currently designated as “Office Commaercial® and the remaining
approximately 22 acres are currently designed as ‘Open Space". Thess
inconsistencles need to be clarified.

When addressing the Community Plan amendment, on Page 1-13 the Draft EIR states
that the issue of removing the plan map and text stating “Potential Landfil* west of the
existing landfili Is not addressed in the Draft EIR because that text is not applicable to
the Project. It concludes that “[a]ny 'Potential Landfill' as currently referenced in the
plan map and text would have o do with some completely separate landfill that the City
may or may not wish to pursue in the City and is not a parly of this project nor
reasonably related to this project and therefore is not addressed herein,” If there are
feasibility studies, plans, or any commitment by San Diego regarding this other
“Potential Landfili" these should be released to the public and discussed in the Draft EIR
in order to adequately assess whether the regional need for the immediate expansion of
the Landfill as well as any cumulative air, odor, noise, visual, or traffic impacts that the
proposed landfill in San Diego would have with the Landfill.

2.0, Environmaental Setting
Third-Party Operated Cogeneration Facility

On Page 2-8, the Draft EIR states that a third-party company operates a cogeneration
facllity under an agresment entered into by Its predecessor and the previous owner of
the Landfill (the County), which gives the third-party the right to collect and manage all
gas generated by the Landfill, This section should also specify the terrn of that
agreement in order to provide an adequate description of the environmental setting. In
addition, as further discussed below, SLI should be required {0 continue these
operations as a mitigation measure for air quality and global warming impacts, as
opposed to just relying on an agreement with a third-party provider. This comment
applies to all of the ancillary operations that are part of the Landfill that are operated by
third-parties.
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Letter L4
{cont'd.)

L4-22
{cont'd.)

L4-23

L4-24

L4-25

RESPONSES TO COMMENT LETTER RECEIVED FROM CITY OF SANTEE, SIGNED BY GARY
HALBERT P.E., AICP, DATED APRIL 4, 2008 (LETTER Ld) (continued)

Response to Comment L4-23;
The incansistency has been clarified on EIR page 1-13 by adding *and "Office Commercial® * following the
word “Residential.”

Response to Comment L4-24:

Planning Commission was nol directing staff to investigate a new andBll in East Eliioit as implied by this
comment; rather, it was direcling staff to consider removing the "potential landfil” discussicn from the East
Elliott Plan.

Page 2 of the East Elliot Community Plan states: "This plan zlso recognizes the passibility that a portion of
the area west of Sycamore Canyon (within the Oak and Spring Canyon watershed), which is designated in
ihis plan for open space use, could be considered for use as a landfill in the future.” The Land Use map
also shows (Patential Landfilf) in the designated Open Space west of Sycamore Canyon.

The *Potential Landfil" referenced in this comment has been a part of the Communily Plan since the 1997
amendment when the City MSCP Subarea Plan was incorporated into the Community Plan. The Subarea
Plan recognizes a polential future landfill in Spring Canyon. For example Page 15 Eastern Area, MHPA
Guidelines state:

B3. In the event that a fulure landfill is located in East Eliictt, the area shown for
development will ravert to open space and the landfill development footprint and anciltary
uses will be cutside of the MHPA. Development of a landfill would not require an
amendment 1o the Subarea Plan if the extent of impacts associated with the landfill Is
essentially eguivalent to the eastern development.

Page 69, Major Issues states: 2. Polential associated impacls refated to siting a future landfill in East
Elfictt." A potentia! landfill site in Spring Canyon in East Eliott was identified by the County and City of San
Diege in 1990 as described in section 8.2.3 and shown on Figure 8.2-1 of the EIR. The Spring Canyon site
was rejected by the EIR as an allemative to the proposed Maser Plar,

Te the City's knewledge, there is no new proposal to site ancther landfill in East Eltiott.

Response to Comment L4-25:

The agreement originally entered into between the County of San Diego and the third party landfill gas
operator remains in effect * for so long as eccnomic quantities of the gas are available.” SLIhas committed
to assuring that all feasible landfill gas is used for energy praduction if the third party contractor does not
opt to do 50. Moreover, pursuant to miligation measure 4.7,11, the Project is required fo route all collected
{andfill gas to an NSPS-approved contral device,
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Alternative Daily Cover

Cn Page 2-11, the Craft EIR states that the Landfill is currently permitted to process
green materials-and geosynthetic fabric (tarps) for the Alternative Daily Cover (“ADC").
But “in the future SLI may apply to the LEA and RWQCB for approval to use other listed
ADCs, under the procedures set for the materials covered by the regulations in Title 27"
(e.g., foam products, sludge, ash and cement kiln dust materials, treated auto shredder,
waste, contaminated sediments, dredge spoils, consfruction and demolition wastes, and
shredded tires). In the Project Description in Chapter 3, the Draft EIR should be clear
as to whether other types of ADC are considered part of the Project, whether the
envircnmental impacts from other proposed types of ADC have been adequately
analyzed, and whether these alternative materials are currently accepted at the Landfill.
If it is foreseeable that these materials may be used, they must be studied as part of the
Project. .

Liner System on Older-Portions of Landfill

Cn Page 2-12, the Draft EIR states that only the newer portions of the Landfill (northern
and southemn portions) have a geo-synthetic clay/compasite liner overlain by a synthetic
liner. The Draft EIR should also discuss whether it would be feasible to retrofit the older
portions of the Landfill and/or to install other controls to prevent liquids from leaving the
Landfill and impacting groundwater resources.

Of-Site Litter Impacts

The Draft EIR fails to adequately consider the Project’s off-site litter impacts. For
example, on Page 2-14, it states that Iitter is controlled on-site by confining exposed
waste to a minimal area. SLI uses site personnel to collect wind-blown littler “on-site”,
along the access road, and within a one-quarter rnile radius of the sile on an as-needed
basis. However, the waste load haulers accessing the Landfill site currently use and will
continue to use major arterfals and other streets in Santee as well as SR 52. The
Environmental Sefting, Project Description, Visual Impact, Hydrology, and Public
Servicas sections of the Draft EIR should discuss controls for off-site litter on Santee
roads. Litter control has a direct relationship with water quality and these impacts must
be fully discussed and mitigated where feasible. Both the Basin Plan and RWQCB
Order No. R9-2007-0001 prohibit municipatities such as San Diego and Santee from
allowing the dumping or deposition of litter in any manner which may permit its being
transported into the MS4 system, and thereby the waters of the United States. To
mitigate the significant impact that off-site litter has on Santee roads, San Diego should
imposs a fixed impact fee system whereby fees are provided o Santee to manage off-
site litter issuses.
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Letter L4
(cont'd.)

L4-26

L4-27

L4-28

RESPONSES TO COMMENT LETTER RECEIVED FROM CITY OF SANTEE, SIGNED BY GARY
HALBERT P.E., AICP, DATED APRIL 4, 2008 (LETTER L4} {continuad)

Response to Comment 1.4-26:
Sea Response to Comment 51-6.

Response to Comment L4-27:

It is not feasible to install a liner under the existing waste. Moreover, because of fill setllement and gas
production issues, it is not standard practice for landfills tc instal! liner in areas already filled with waste.
Instead, the LEA and the RWQCB ensure contrel of leachate on the uniined portion of existing landfills
through a combination of final cover design as well as a comprehensive control system. The final cover
would be designed in accordance with Title 27 and reviewed and approved by the Regional Water Quality
Control Board, the CIWMB and the LEA. It would be addressed in the Preliminary Closure and Post-
closure Mainlenance Plans, which alse would include an evaluation of funding for the construction of this
final cover, Adequate closure funding would be assured through the CIWMB's financial assurance
reguirements. Tha benefits of the final caver are supplemented by the landfill's' comprehensive control
plan, as discussed in Section 2.3.1.7 ¢f the EIR. Thal controt system is in place today, and wouid continue
with implementation of the Master Plan. As stated therein, a comprehensive contro! sysiem ensures
against any impacts from leachate resulting from filling over the old, unlined portion of the landiill.

Response to Comment L4-28;
See Response to Comment L4-14.
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Fire and Emergency Medical Services '

On Page 2-18, the Praft EIR states that fire and emergency medical services for the
Landfill are currently provided by the San Diego Fire Department, Station 34. It further
states that prior o June 20, 2005, Santee's fire Department provided fire and
emergency medical services to the Landfill area under an "Automatic Aid Agreement”

' between San Diego and Santee. But with the lapsing of the San Diego/Santee “Mutual
Ald Agreement” in 2005, San Diego's Fire Cepariment became the primary responder
far any fire or injury at the Landfill site. :

The Draft EIR confuses "Automatic Aid Agreement” with "Mutual Aid Agreement”. San
Diego and Santee have not terminated the Mutual Aid Agreement. However, contrary
to the Draft EIR, Santee’s Fire Department cannot be viewed as the regular responder
to incidents at the Landfill pursuant to an Automatic Aid approach. Santee would
respond under the Mutual Aid Agreement. In other words, the Draft EIR cannot be
based upon Santee being a frontline fire and emergency services provider but should
assume that San Diego would be the frontline, regular responder. See comments on
Section 7.0, Effects Found Not To Be Significant, for further discussion.

3.0, Project Description

Under CEQA, “[C]nly through an accurate view of the project may the public and
interested parties and public agencies balance the proposed project's benefits against
its environmental cost, consider appropriate mitigation measures, assess the
advantages of terminating the preposai and properly weigh other alternatives...” (San
Joaquin Raptor Rescue Center v, County of Merced (2007) 149 Cal.App.4™ 645, 655
[citation].} Santee is concerned that the following provisiens in the Draft EIR fail to
achieve this purpose, amang other things.

Project Objectives — Reglonal v. Local Needs

The Project objectives, as well as the entire Draft EIR in general, are internaily
inconsistent in distinguishing the regional need from the local need for the Project. For
example, on Page 3-1, objective No. 1 is *{ijncrease the allowable daily tonnage and
associated traffic into the landfill to assist in meeting current and future increased waste
disposal needs of both [San Diego] and other jurisdictions in the region." However,

objective Nes. € and 7 state the Project is intended to provide a "centralized location for|

disposal of salid waste within the jurisdiction of [San Diego]." Further, Objective No, 9 is
o “[e]xtend the life of the county-wide landfill system (incorporated and urincorporated
areas) and assist in fulfiling [San Diego's] need for long term waste disposal in a2
facility...." The Draft EIR must be consistant regarding whether the Project is designed
to meet San Diego’s needs or to serve as the region’s Landfill.

Paga 11 6143
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Letter L4
{cont'd.)

1 4-29

L4-30

L4-31

RESPONSES TO COMMENT LETTER RECEIVED FROM CITY OF SANTEE, SIGNED BY GARY
HALBERT P.E,, AICF, DATED APRIL 4, 2008 (LETTER L4} {continued)

Response fo Comment L4-29:
The comment has been clarified by changing the EIR fext on page 2-18 to read: "With the lapsing of the
City of San Diego/City of Santee Automatic Aid Agreement in 2005..."

Response to Comment L4-30:

As discussed in mere detail in response to the specific assertions raised, the EIR provides an accurate
Project descriplion sufficient to give the public and interested parties and public agencies the ability to
balance the Project's benefits against the environmental impacts, consider appropriate mitigation
measures, and properly weigh the alternatives.

Response to Comment L4-31:

There is no inconsistency between the objectives quoted in the comment letter. The landfill is designed to
meet both the needs cf the Cily of San Diego and these of the broader region. The landfill is obligated
under its Franchise Agreement to meet the disposal needs of the City of San Diege. !f there is additional
capacity available after meeting that obligation, the landfll alsc is able to meet the needs of the broader
San Diego reglon, including the City of Santee,
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In either case, Santee, not San Diego, the Caunty, or other jurisdictions, will bear the
environmental impacts of the Project. [f the Project is intended to service the region's
waste disposal needs, then the analysis of those needs (as further discussed above in
the comments on the Executive Summary) must be complete, accurate, and reflective
of the objectives of the CIWMP. If the Project is needed to fulfil San Diego's waste
disposal respensibilities and needs under the CiIWMP, then that factor should be
adequately discussed as well. There is no mention of what San Diego's local
responsibilities and needs are in comparison fo the other seventeen local jurisdictions
and the Counly comprising the San Disgo County Integrated Waste Management Local
Task Force {LTF). The Draft EIR also fails ta adequately discuss why expansion of the
Landfill, as opposed to a new Landfill located well within San Diego’s jurisdiction, would
best achieve those responsibilities and needs.

Incorporation of the Project into Misslon Trails Regional Park

On Page 3-1, the Draft EIR states that cne of the objectives for the Project is to “Jultilize
architectural designs for proposed ancillary facilities that are compatible with possible
future incorporation of the landfill site into Mission Trails Regional Park", The Draft EIR
needs to specify whether incorporaticn of the Landfill site into Mission Trails Regicnal
Park is considered part of the Project, discuss how the Project achieves this abjective,
and discuss any environmental impacts that would occur as a result of the "future”
incorparation.

Daily Tonnage Leveis

On Page 3-2, the Draft EIR states that permitted daily tonnage leveis would be
increased in a series of steps from the existing 3,865 tpd 1o 6,800 tpd following City
approval and an amendment to the Franchise Agreement, to 8,400 tpd in 2010, 10,700
tpd in 2015, 11,800 tpd in 2020, and 13,000 tpd in 2025 and thereafter, o closure.
These figures are misleading because they do not adequately inform the public,
agencies, and decision makers of the actual waste stream projections (In tons per day)
as a result of the Project. These figures only account for MSW as opposed to imported
base materiai, green, C&D, Class B biosolids, and recyclables. By 2028, 13,000 tpd are
projected for MSW, but 16,700 tpd are projected for "average total all waste stream
compenents” and a “requested daily tonnage limit based on monthly averages” of
16,700 tpd (See Table 4.4-1). The Draft EIR should always use the "all waste stream”
tonnages in order to provide a complete description of the Project's environmental
impacts. - '

“Future” Composting Program

On Page 3-7, the Draft EIR states that “[plossible future development of a composting
program is being considerad, including scil blending, to assist local governments in
diverting organic materials from the landfill waste stream. Should specific composting
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Letter L4
{cont'd.)

[4-32

L4-33

L.4-34

L4-35

RESPONSES TO COMMENT LETTER RECEIVED FROM CITY OF SANTEE, SIGNED BY GARY
HALBERT P.E., AICP, DATED APRIL 4, 2008 (LETTER L4) (continued)

Response to Comment L4-32:

See Responses to Comments L4-4, 14.5 and L4-17 above. There are no feasible altémative landfil sites
for new landfills in the Gity of San Diega, as discussed in the alternalives analysis of the EIR, Section 8.2.3,
Expanslon of the Sycamore Landfill has been planned for many years, and is the preferred alternative to
development of an alternative site in the City of San Diego because there are ne alternative sites that would
as readily accommodate municipal solid waste disposal, that would be as centrally located, or that would
otherwise meel the requirements for such a project. The EIR looked at development of an allernative site,
in Section 8.2.3 of the document, and determined that no alternative site would decrease environmental
impacts, while providing a comparable capacity that would meet the Project objectives. Altenative sites
were evaluated, based on a City landfill siting study which identified four potential regional landfill sites. Al
of the potential sites are smaller than the Sycamore Landfill site. The alternalive landfil sites wou'd not
result in avaidance of significant impacts and would increase polential biological impacts, They also would
fail to achieve Objective 1, to make more effective use of an already permitted fandfill site,

Response to Comment L4-33:
incorporation of the landfill into the park is not a part of the Project. Rather, the Project incorporated
various elements of the MTRP Design District due lo the site’s proximity to Mission Trails,

Response to Comment L4-34:

The MSW intake tonnage levels criginally were developed based on projections of anticipated increases in
just the municipal solid waste companent of the waste stream. Later, the CIWMB indicated that projections
of all components of solid waste coming into the landfill needed to be addressed and estimated. The result
is shown in EIR Table 3.2-3, and the explanatory text on page 3-32. All analyses in the EIR refated to
waste tonnage (which include the recyclable materials) use the requested daily tonnage limit from column

10 of thal table.

Response to Comment L4.35:

The analysis of composting in the EIR is provided at a programmatic leve! , which is all that is feasible al
this time, given the limited information available. As explained in the EIR at page 4.7-28, if composting is

pursued in the future, potential air quality impacts associated with such operations would be analyzed at

that time, when more detalled composting information would be available. The following discussions are

cited as examples of the composting informaticn and analysis presented in the EIR:
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RESPONSES TO COMMENT LETTER RECEIVED FROM CITY OF SANTEE, SIGNED BY GARY
HALBERT P.E., AICP, DATED APRIL 4, 2008 (LETTER L4} {continued)

Response to Commant |.4-3%: jcont'd)

Section 3.2.1.5 describes future composting to the degree it is foreseen by the Applicant today.
Information provided includes the types of material to be composted, the composting method
referred to as “windrows”, anticipaled size of each windrow, equigment use, compost
monitoring edor prevention and control measures, ulimate use of composted material, and a
maximum amount of greens material that would be processed at the langfifl site. |t goes on to
nole that Ihe traffic and noise impacts of trucks delivering greens material are included in their
respective analyses and that the number of vehicle transporting greens would count against
the permit limits for trucks per day.

Table 3.2-3 shows tons per day of greens material available for composting by phase of
development,

As noted on page 4.7-28 of the EIR, “[the other potential impacts of compasting operations
have been included and analyzed in the relevant secticns of the EIR, including but not limited
to, Traffic, Noise, Visual, and Biological impacls and would not need to be addressed in a
subsequent EIR." :

Table 3.2-4 shows the corresponding greens material truck trips.

Section 4.4 and 4.5, Traffic and Noise, respectively, are based on the trafiic numbers from
Table 3.2-4 and so composting is included in those analyses.

Section 4.7, Air Qhality includes a analys’s Titled "Tiered EIR Approach for Composting.”

Seclions 4.7.2.2 and 4.7.3 of the EIR desciibe the uncertainty related to estimating emissions of criteria
poilutants (and by inference odorous compounds) from compost operations. To provide any specific
analysis or atlempt to quantity emissions from a future composting operation would be speculative because
of the inconsistency in compost emission levels in the studies cited in the EIR; and, would not add
meaningfully 1o the analysis presented in the EIR. The EIR states on page 4.7-28

“Therefore, composting operations would not be permilted or implemented prior to the
completion of more detailed studies of the potential air quality impacts.”
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RESPONSES TO COMMENT LETTER RECEIVED FROM CITY OF SANTEE, SIGNED BY GARY
HALBERT P.E., AiCP, DATED APRIL 4, 2008 (LETTER L4) (continued)

Response to Comment L4-35: (conrs}
With regard to compost-related odors, the EIR concludes:

“Impact 4.7.3, A vialation of the SDAPCD Rule 51 "Nuisance®, (Stats Health and Safaty
Code Section 41700} could occur because of the possibifity that some green material or
compasting odors may be detsctable at sensitive receptor locations on occasion in the
future, with or without the landfill Master Plan development. Although such odors are
considered unlikely to be widespread or long-term, the potential for occasional odors
resulting from green material mansgement cr composting opéraﬂons are considered
significant.*

We disagree that compesting should be removed from the EIR entirely merely because it can only be
reviewed programmatically at this time, Composting is an impartant pari of the regicnal sirategy to meet
the reduction and diversion goals of AB 939. As such, it is possible that composting would be propesed for
this site at some point in the future. The programmatic discussion provided In this EIR has served to inform
the public and interested agencies of this potential future cperation at the iandfill as evidenced by the
comments received.

The analysis of the Composting in the EIR is at a program levet as provided by State CEQA Guidelines
Section 15185, Multiple and Phased Projects, which states: '

*Where individuz! Projects are, or a phased Project is, 10 be undertaken and where the
total undertaking comprises a Project with significant environmental effect, the Lead
Agency shall prepare a single program EIR for the ulimate Project as described in Section
15168."

For other aspects of the Project, this EIR Is a Project specific EIR, which is alowed under Guidelines
Seetion 15160, which states:

"This article describes a number of examples of variations in EiRs as the documents are
tailored to different situations and intended uses. These variations are not exclusive. Lead
Agencies may use ather varialions consislent with the Guidelines {o meet the nesds of
other circumstances,”

As described above, the EIR provides the required analysis to the extent allowed given the information
available. Removal of the description of composting and programmatic analysis of envircnmental effects
would be contrary to State CEQA Guidelines Section 15165.
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plans be identified in the future, the activity would first be reviewed on a project-level
basis o determine if additional CEQA analyses and permits are required.” Santee is
concernad about potential odor, noise, and litter impacts that may result from “future”
composing operations at the Landfill, as discussed in detail below. Since compasting
may be used in the future, the Draft EIR should analyze the impacts now, and not defer
that analysis to a later date. Or, in the alternative, composting should be deleted from
the Project Description and should not bea discussed in the Draft EIR.

Third Party-Operated Cogeneration Facillty

On Page 3-19, the Draft EIR states that a third-party currently operates the landfill gas
recovery facility, Permits for expansion of the third-party cogeneration facility would be
submitted "in the future” by the third-party cogeneration facility operator and are
analyzed to the extent that thay can be predicted in the air guality analysis.
Significantly, “SLI has committed to assuring that all feasible landfill gas is used for
energy production if the contractor does not opt to do so.” SLI's plans to recapture
landfill gas and convert it into electricity should be treated as part of the Praject and
included as a mitigation measure to reduce air quality, global warming, and energy
impacts, as further discussed below. Otherwise, there is no mechanism for San Diego
to ensure that SLI expands and continues these operations in the absence of a third-
party agreement. To satisfy CEQA, “[mjitigation measures must be fully enforceable
through permit conditions, agreements, or other legally binding instruments.”
{Guidelines, § 151264, subd. (a)(2).) This comment extends to all third-party
operations.

Acceptance of Blosclids

On Page 3-32, the Draft EIR states that the Landfiil does not currently accepi Class B
biosolids (dewatered sewage sludge) but further states that the current SWFP permits it
ta. On Page 2 of the SWFP, it states that SLI Is not prohibited from accepting sludge
“as specified in conditions contained in the most cument Waste Discharge
Requirements”. The Project Description needs o explain what the conditions are in the
current WDR permit for accepting biosolids. The Project Description should also
definitively indicate whether biosollds are considered part of the Project. The Craft EIR
must adequately analyze the environmental impacts from receiving biosolids at the
Landfill, such as increased odor complaints from Santee residents and traffic impacts.
The analysis should consider accepting only Class A biosolids, which are treated to a
higher degree than Class B biosolids, as a mitigation measures. The enviroanmental
baseline should not Include biosclids and the impacts of bringing biosolids to the site
should be adequataly analyzed.
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Letter L4
{cont'd.)

L4-35
{cont'd.)

L4-36

L4-37

RESPONSES TO COMMENT LETTER RECEIVED FROM CITY OF SANTEE, SIGNED BY GARY
HALBERT P.E., AICP, DATED APRIL 4, 2008 {LETTER L4) fcontinued)

Response to Comment L4-36:

See Response to Comment L4-25. Currently SLI must comply with APCD rules, including Rule 59, which
requires SLI to collect landfill gas, destroy the collected gas, periodically monilor surface and boundary
methane levels, and take corrective action if levels exceed those prescribed by the Rules and Regulations.
This responsibility extends until after the landfill has ceased operations, under the Closure and Post-
Closure plans. See also Mitigation Measure 4.7.11, which requires the Prject 1o route 2l collected landfili
gas lo an NSPS-approved conirof device. Compliance with Rule 58 and Mitigation Measure 4.7.11 would
assuse that landfill surface emissions and off-site migration of methane were controlled within specified
limits. These regulatory measures would apply to new emissions assacialed with the Project and through
the landfill closure and the post-closure maintenance period, Compliance with thesa rules and regulations
would substantially reduce air quality impacts,

Respense to Comment L4-37:

WOR 99-74, in Prohibition 6, allows discharge of de-walered sewags or waler treaiment sludge. The
facility can, and in the past has, accepted de-watered sewage or water trealment sludge which has a
greater than 50% solids content at the landfill, consistent with the WDR. This includes Class A and Class B
biosolids. As shown in Table 3.2-3 "Sycamore Landfill Master Plan Waste Stream projections,” Class B
biosolids are intended to be a part of the proposed waste stream and their impacts are analyzed in this EIR.
Since Class A biosolids are treated to & greater degree than Class B biosolids, impacts of receiving Class A
biosolids are included in the analysis of Class B biosolids in the EIR. Biosolids are not anly part of the
baseline but in fact are assumed (o increase at the same sale as the MSW, when in facl they would
increase at a much smaller rate. As a result, impacts from biosolids are over-estimated in the EIR analysis.
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Sycamore Landfill
Preject NQ, 5617
SCH NO.2003041057
City of Sanybiego
April 432006 o ®

Waste Capacity and Service Life of Landfill

On Page 3-33, in discussing the proposed Landfill waste capacity and service life, the
Draft EIR states that the Project would result in a remaining 94.5 millions tons of
capacity used in approximately 21 years. The Draft EIR also states that if average
tennage figures were used instead of the maximum, service life would be 29 years or
more, It concludes that if the Franchise Agreement limits were not revised and the
tonnage limits are met every year, the Landfill would have approximately 33 years of life
remaining assuming implementation of the prapased landfill design in the Master Plan.
The Draft EIR's explanation of the service life of the Landfill is unclear as to what
“average tonnage figures” are as opposed to the *maximum” figures and should provide
a more detailed analysis in support of its conclusions.

In any case, the Project should limit the existing dally tonnage increases in order to
serve regicnal solid waste capacity needs while simullaneously recognizing that
.+ immediate daily tonnage levels will result in significant and unmitigable traffic impacts
for Santee residents, as further discussed beiow, Alternatives to the Project that could
potentially achieve the region's waste disposal needs, such as the proposed Gregory
Landfill, other proposed tandfills, and the expansion of existing landfills, should alsc be
~analyzed in the Draft EIR.

Hours of Operation

On Page 2-10 (as incorporated by reference on Page 3-35), the Draft EIR states that
the Landfill’'s current hours of operation are Monday through Friday from 6:00 a.m. to
4:30 p.m., Saturday from 6:00 a.m. to 4:00 p.m., and closed on Sunday. These figures
need to be consistent throughout the Draft EIR. SLI proposes to operate the Landfill up
to 24 hours per day, seven days per wesk. San Diege should consider onty permitting
the Landfil to operate 16 hours per day, which would significantly reduce nighttime
noise impacts on surrounding land uses. The Draft EIR states that no mora than 16
hours per day of operations is anticipated to be required. If so, then it is unnecessary
for SLI to obtain approval for operations up to 24 hours per day. The current hours of
operation, the hours of operation currently permitted by the SWFP, and the proposed
hours shoufd be made clear and consistent throughout the Draft EIR. Unless operating
the Landfill 24 hours per day could be performed with mitigation measures incorporated
into the Project that wouid reduce noisa and traffic impacts to a less than significant
level, operating 24 hours per day should not be allowed in light of the envirgnmental
impacts resulting from those operations.
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Letter L4
{cont'd))

L.4-38

L4-39

RESPONSES TO COMMENT LETTER RECEIVED FROM CITY OF SANTEE, SIGNED BY GARY
HALBERT P.E., AICP, DATED APRIL 4, 2008 (LETTER L4} [continuee)

Response to Comment L4-38:

See Responses to Comments L4-4, L4-5 and L4-17. The Service Life of the landfill is based cn the
ultimate volumetric capacily approved and the rate at which waste is accepted Into the facility. The LEA
would issue a Sclid Waste Facility Permit {SWFP) based on the EIR that would limit daily waste
acceptance &l the facilily to a certain lonnags and number of fickets per day cap. This tonnage and the
lickets received would be the maximum that the facility can lake on any given day. However as stated in
the other Responses lo Comments and in MM 4.4.5d for the TOM Plan, wasle received each day varies
depending on the day cf the week as well as time of the year and other factors over which the applicant has
no control. The EIR has analyzed trafiic impacts based on receipt of wastes at the maxlmum level as
indigated in Table 3.2-3, which would become the permit limils in the SWFP, This is a conservalive
approach because waste would nct be received every day at the maximum lavel, but rather would be
received at some lower amount with daily peaks near the cap. Analysis using this approach yields the
maximum impacts to traffic, noise, alr and other areas as well as a shorler landfill life than would likely
oceur, but provides a minimum Service Life expectancy for the facility. If an average daily waste raceipt
level were used, the service life of the facllity would mere likely be in the range of 29 years as stated in
section 3.2.2.3. ,

Response to Comment L4-39; .

Comment noled. As stated in the Response to Comment 51-15 above, 24-hour per day operations are
proposed and anzlyzed in the EIR, and are driven in part by the amouni of waste generated in the region.

As desciibed on EIR Section 4.0, conservative assumptions were employed under each envirormental
analysis, in order to ensure that the actual impacls of the Project, when implemented would be less than or
equal to the values in this EIR. Thus, in case the 24-hour operation is nol approved, the EIR has analyzed
those impacts. Please see Table 4.0-1, which provides a clear understanding of the various assumplions.
For example, the frafiic study assumed current operating hours, which resulted in the model forcing more
vehicles onto reads during peak hours, resuiling in higher impacts. Cenversely, under the noise analysis,
expanded hours of operation were used as lhe basis, because people are more sensitive to evening and
nighttime noise. This sensitivity is built into the CNEL noise parameter, by increasing predicled noise levels
that occur during evening and righttirme hours,
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Post-closure Impact Mitigation Fees

Cn Page 3-37, the Draft EIR discusses post-closure procedures for the Landfill and
states that funding is submitted by SLi to assure that funds are available to accomplish
these obligations. As a mitigation measure, San Diego should require SLI 1o set aside
funding that would assist Santee staff in overseeing and managing post-closure issues
that impact Santee residents. Such funding should also be provided for all pre-closure
operations as well.

Final Cover upon Closure of the Landfill

On Page 3-37, Drait EIR states that the Landfill will use a monolithic alternate earthen
final cover upon closer of the Landfill. SLI would be required to apply to the RWQCB,
the City's LEA, and CIWMB for approvat to use the monolithic alternate earthen finat
cover. The cover would consist of yellow fill and rock dust produced as by-product of
the aggregate processing operation being conducted onsite by Hanson Aggregates Inc.
The Draft EIR fails to provide a definition for “yellow fil' and should define the term
accordingly in arder to adequately inform the public, agencies, and decision makers of|
the Project Description. ‘

Recirculation of Leachate into Lined Portions of Landfill

At Page 340, the discussion of the Trucked Industrial Waste Discharge Permit for
Leachate and Sewage is vague as to whether recirculation of the leachate into the lined
portions of the Landfill (to be approved by RWQCB and SDAPCD) is part of the Project.
It states that if the Project is approved, SLI "may” receive approval to recirculate its
leachata and condensate over lined areas. If these operations are part of the Project,
their environmental impacts need to be adequately discussed in the Draft EIR,
particularly with respect to hydrology impacts. In addition, the Draft EIR should discuss
whether recirculation of teachate into the lined porticns of the Landfill could reduce
traffic impacts from the Project.

Relocation of Existing Transmission Line

In Section 3.3, the Draft EIR discusses the relocation of the existing electric power
transmission and distribution lines. Where this portion of the Project is referenced in the
Draft EIR, the analysis should confirm that transmission line relocation will have no
nexus to or facilitate in any way the proposed ENPEX project on MCAS Miramar,
located directly adjacent to Santee Lakes and Fanita Ranch. Otherwise, the Draft EiR
should analyze the growth-inducing and cumulative impacts of the Project as they relate
to the ENPEX project. If the transmission line relocation in any way facilitates the
ENPEX praject, that fact must be fully disclosed and ail related impacts must be fully
analyzed.
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Letter L4 .
{cont'd.)

L4-40

L4-41

L4-42

L4-43

RESPCNSES TO COMMENT LETTER RECEIVED FROM CITY OF SANTEE, SIGNED BY GARY
HALBERT P.E., AICP, DATED APRIL 4, 2008 (LETTER L4} (continued)

Response to Comment L4-40:

The CIWMB, through the Financial Assurances at Solid Waste Facilities and at Waste Management Units
for Solid Waste regulation in Title 27 Division 2, Chapter 8, defines the slatewice process by which
operators of solid waste landfills must demonstrate the availability of financial rescurces fo cenduct closure
and post-closure activities and prevides for the funding mechanism to assure that proper closure and post-
closure activities are carried out aceording to appraved plans and state regulations to assure protection of
the citizens of the state and the environment. The Lecal Enforcement Agency and the Gity of San Diego
would regularly inspect the landfill during the clesure and post-closure periods to assure that the facility
meels its required obligations under state regulations and the approved post-closure maintenance plan,
The funding mechanism requested by the commenter would be duplicative of that already requiced by state
regulation, and thus is unnecessary.

Reéponse to Comment Ld-41:

As stated in Section 3.2.2.6 of the EIR, yellow fill is a byproduct of the rock crushing operation currently
carfied out by Hanson on site.  After the rock is excavated and it has passed through a crusher, it is
screened to remove the aggregate of a cerain size or larger. The yeliow fill is the natural scil material that
remains after the gravellaggregate has been removed by screening.

Response to Comment L4-42;

Recirculalion of the leachate into lined portions of the landflll i a part of the Project description and was
therefare described in section 3.2.2.5, fitled ‘Operational Practices’, in the first buliet, and mentioned in
section 3.2.3.9 as indicated by the cormmenter, This pracfice is permissible under 40 CFR 258.28. The
hydrologic impacts of recirculating leachate and condensate have been included in the environmental
analysis of the overall project's wasle and leachate impacts on surface and groundwater quality as
discussed in seclions 4.10.2.2 A, B. and . of the EIR. Similarly the other impacts of recirculating the
leachate and condensate have been included in the analysis of air, noise and cther impacts associated with
mangaging wasle, leachate and condensate.

It was determined that off-site traffic would not be significantly reduced due lo internal recirculation of the
leachale and condensate. . Volumes of leachate generated by the landfil facility are small due to the
relatively dry climate in the area. Currentiy leachate is collected and disposed off-site approximalely twice
per month. As aresult, even with an increase in leachate and condensate to be managed, ¢ff-site hauling
due to recirculation of the leachate and condensate would decrease traffic by a few tips a month, or less
than one trip per day. Therefore, compared (o initial proposed Average Daily Traffic of 3040, the reduction
in traffic impacts dug to recirculation would be minimal,
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RESPONSES TG GOMMENT LETTER RECEIVED FROM CITY OF SANTEE, SIGNED BY GARY
HALBERT P.E., AICP, DATED APRIL 4, 2008 (LETTER L4) {cantinued)

Response to Comment L4-43:

The transmission ling relocation has no refationship to the proposed ENPEX Project. The Project merely
moves the existing transmission line from its current location, crossing through the middle of the lzndfil, to
an alternale |ccalion along the border of the fandfill; nothing else about the transmissicn line has changed,
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Préject;NO. 5617, -
SCH NO 2003043067
City of San Diego
April 4, 2008

4.1, LAND USE
Franchlse Fee

On Page 4.1-10, the Draft EIR statas that the San Diego Landfill Systems Franchise
Agreement provides a franchise fee to San Diego based on the amount of waste
received at the Landfill. Akhough not specifically discussed in the Draft EIR, Articte Vi)
of the Franchise Agreement states that SLI must pay a quartedy franchise fee to San
Diego based on the amount of wasie accepted at the Landfill. And yet most, if not all, of
the Project's environmental impacts will affect Santes residents, not San Diego
residents, and will drain Santee resources to oversee the Landfill's impacts on Santee.

As discussed above, the mitigation measures adopted to reduce the Project's impacts
should include project impacts fees imposed cn SLI for the benefit of Santee. These
fees should be sufficient to fund, among other things, the position of a Santee employes
known as the Coemmunity Landfill Monitor, the Sheriff's enforcement of traffic issues,
feral animal control, street sweeping, stormwater enforcerment, pavernent management,
street maintenance, and litter control.

Consistency with San Diego General Plan

As indicated on Page 4.1-12, the San Diego General Plan/Strategic Framework Plan,
General Plan Public Facilities Policies PF 1.3, No, 6 provides that San Diego should
“Ic]ooperate on a regional basis with local gevernment, state agencies, and private solid
waste companies o find the best practicable, environmentally safe, and equitable
solutions to solid and hazardous waste management.* Although San Diego and SLI
have been willing to engage in discussions wilh Santee regarding the Project and to
modify the Project in some respects to reduce its impacts on Santee, until the parties
reach an agreement an how to mitigate the outstanding visual, traffic, air quality, and
odor impacts (among others) the Project is inconsistent with this policy. To approve the
Praject as described in the Draft EIR without imposing feasible mitigation measures is
not only inconsistent with CEQA but alse inconsistent with general planning and
interjurisdictonal cooperation.

Consistency with Mission Trails Design District

QOn Page 4.1-21, the discussion concludes that the Projact is consistent with the Mission
Trails Design District's goal to encourage pathways and linkages into the park, but no
specific traiis have been identified. The Draft EiR states that Mission Trails Regional
Park (MTRP} persannel and San Diege City Council members are developing a trail
proposal to link several cpen space areas to the north of the Project site with MTRP but

that “no specific trail opportunities have been identified." Further, SLI “has committed”
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L4-44

L.4-45

L4-46

RESPONSES TO COMMENT LETTER RECEIVED FROM CITY OF SANTEE. SIGNED BY GARY

HALBERT P.E,, AICP, DATED APRIL 4, 2008 {LETTER 14) (contiaued)

Response to Comment Ld-44:

The Franchise Agreement is with the City of San Diego, and ihe Project is located within the City of San
Diego. The EIR provides all feasible mitigation measures for all significant Project impacls, and the
appropriate monitoring agency for those measures is the City of San Diego.

Response to Comment L4-45:

The seclion noted in the comment appears to refer to "Genaral Plan Section FF 1.3, Provide
environmentally sound waste disposal facilities and atternatives (Clty of San Diego General Pian, March
2008)." Paragraph f states, "Cooperate on a regional basis with local governmenls, state agencies, and
private sold waste companies te find the best practicable, environmentally safe, and equitable solutions to
solid and hazardous waste management.” The policy includes the key word "practicable,” which means
capable of being done, As described elsewhere in the FEIR, all feasible mitigation measures are being
imposed on the Project by the City of San Diego.

Response to Comment L4-46:

The language of the Design District poficy ciled is lo "encourage pathways and linkages into the park." As
described in the EIR, SLt is committed to working with the City to Identify potential trail cpportunities, taking
into consideration various safely and environmental considerations. The policy does not “require” provision
of pathways and linkages.” There is ne impact to the Design District policies as a result of the Project, and
therefore, no miligaticn is required.
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Sycamore Landfill
Project NO..S637 . .

SCH.NG. 20034 1057
City of San Diego
April 4, 2008

ta working with San Diego to identify trail oppartunities. If sc, then this commitment
should be incorporated as a required mitigation measure to reduce any potential
inconsistencies between the Projoct and the Mission Trails Design District and Map.

Likewisa, on Page 4.1-29, Mission Trails Design District Sub Area 2 -~ Hillside Areas,
A.10 states that hillside development Is not permitted on slopes 50% or greater. The
analysis concludes that one acre of slopes 50% or more with vertical rise 50 feet or
more would be excavated or filled within Subarea 2 of the Mission Trails Design District
as a result of the Project. The Draft EIR should be more clear that the Project is
inconsistent with this policy and should indicate whethar SL! is seeking a variancge fram
San Diego. The Draft EIR should also set forth the requirements for abtaining such a
variance and analyze the environmental impacts associated with granting such as
variance. .

Consistency with Santee’s General Plan

As discussed on Page 4,1-33, Santea's General Plan Update, Land Use Element,
Policy §.2 states that Santee “should oppose any expansion or operational changes at
the Sycamore Landfill that will result in increased land use compatibility impacts to the
City, unless they can be adequately mitigated.” Santee submits this comment fetter in
furtherance of this policy. As described in detail In this letter, Santee is concerned
about the Project's impacts on landform alteration/visual quality, traffic/circulation, air
quality, odor, noise, and water quality and whether sufficient, feasible mitigation
measures have been proposed to reduce these impacts. Consistent with Policy 9.2,
Santee must oppose the expansion of the Landfill untit San Diego and SLI have
demonstrated that its environmental impacts will be adequately mitigated. This policy is
consistent with CEQA and general planning principles finding that in preparing an EIR a
lead agency, such as San Diego, may not limit its vision to its own jurisdictional
boundaries if a project's impact will extend beyond those boundaries. It must impose
feasible mitigation measures even if they address impacts outside the lead agency's
jurisdictional boundaries. {See County of Inya v. Yorty {1973) 32 Cal. App. 3d 785.)

Consistency with Development Regulations for Sensitive Biclogical Resources

On Page 4.1-39, when discussing the Project's consistency with San Diego's
Development Regulations for Sensitive Biological Resources, the Draft EIR states that
the Project must not result in adversa impacts to wetlands. The analysis concludes that
the Project will not have a significant impact, relying on wetlands creation intended to
mitigate impacts from a previously approved permit in 2002. However, the analysis fails
to cite any authority under state or federal law that allows SLI to apply prior creation of
wetlands for ancther project as a mitigation measure to mitigate the current Project's
impacts en wellands, Moreover, in Scuthwest Center for Biological Diversity v, Bartel,
Civ. No. 98-CV-2234-B {S.D. 'Cal. 2006}, the United States District Court for the
Saouthern District of California held that creation (as opposed to restoration) of wetlands
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L4-46
{cont'd.)

L4-47

L4-48

L4-49

RESPONSES TO COMMENT LETTER RECEIVED FROM CITY OF SANTEE, SIGNED BY GARY
HALBERT P.E., AICP, DATED APRIL 4, 2008 {LETTER L4) (continued)

Respense to Comment L4-47:

As stated in EIR Section 4.1.2.2 A, Mission Tzails Design Oistrict, Policy 10, no structures would be
developed en slopes of 50% or greater. Therefore, the Project complies with Policy 10. As the EIR goes
on lo state, however, part of a slope greater than 50% slope would be excavated at the southwest portion
of the landfill sile, to allow the planned access road o pass. This would not conflict wilh 1he policy, and the
cut would nol be visible from any location off-site. No variance is required.

Response to Comment L4-48:

Comment noted. The comment fails to note that the Cily of San Diego analyzed impacls {e the City of
Santee and its residents in all instances where such impacls would potentially be significant. For example,
the visual quality analysis of the EIR looks not only al impacls to viewpoints in the City of San Diego, but
also analyzes impacts from Santes viewpoints as well, including viewpoints from the recently approved
Fanita Ranch and all cther locations where potentially significant impacts could occur, regardiess of
jurisdictional boundary. Similarly, the EIR analyzes impacts from Project nolse ta the City of Santes. In
addition, the EIR looks at oder and air quality Impacls within the jurisdictional boundaries of Santee. The
EIR requires afl feasible mifigation measures without regard fo jurisdictional boundaries.

Response to Comment L4-49:

The applicant planned, permitted, and constructed a wetlands mitigation area south of Sycamore Landfill as
part of mitigation for PDP/SDP 40-0765. This area was approved by the permitling agencies with authority
over the impacls. As described in the EIR, there are easements within this wetland creztion area that
previously precluded refiance on the creation areas within these easements for mitigation. The current
Project includes vacating these easements, thus freeing the porlion of the easements within the creation
area to be used for miligation by the Project.

The cited case, Southwest Center for Biological Diversity v. Bartel, Civ. No. 88-CV-2234-8 (S.D. Cal.
2006), is related to verna! pools and associated protected species and the City's Incidental Take Permit
issued by the US Fish and Wildlife Service with regard to those species. As documented in the EIR, none
of the species in question occur in the wetlands being affected by the Project and the affected wetlands are
not 'vernal pools.' Therefore, this case does not apply to the Project.

Wetland Impacts would not be significant after mitigation, as described in the EIR, MM 4.3.12a, and
summarized in Table ES-1.
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Letter L4
(contd.)

is an inadegquate mitigation measure. As such, the Project's wetlands impacts are L4"49

insufficiently mitlgated.

4.2 LANDFORM ALTERNATION/VISUAL QUALITY

Landfill Entrance

The Landfill entrance is locatad at the gateway to Santee. Therefore, it is imperative
that any aesthetic impacts on the entrance be adequately mitigated, including proper
vegelation and maintenance. The Draft EIR should address these impacts, including
the Project's compliance with any applicable aesthetic ordinances, and incorporate
sufficient mitigation measures to reduce them to a less than significant level,
Geaneral Visual Impacts of Project — One of the Tallest “Mountains” in Santes

Since Santee's review of the initial application, a new Project Description that fowers the
overail height of the Landfill from the proposed 1,145° AMSL ta 1,05F AMSL is identified
as the Project. The new Project Description incorporates a graded design that creates
a hil towards the west of the Landfill, at 1,050' AMSL, with a lower hill at the center of
the landfill, at 70" AMSL. Twe valleys have been added to the south face of the
Landfill ta refiect surrounding natural slope features.

While Santee appreciates this height reduction and improvement in the final graded
design of the Landfill at closure, Santee is still concaerned with the visual impacts of the
Project on Santee and MTRP with regard to the south and east facing slopes of the
Landfill. Indeed, on Page 4.2-67, the Draft EIR understates the fact that the Landfil's
increase from 883' AMSL to 1,050" AMSL feet will “change a small canyan into a small
mountain” and that the Project will have significant, unmitigable landform and visuat
quality impac!s.

In actuality, the proposed final elevation of 1,050' AMSL will result in a man-made
geological feature that will be prominent in the western viewshed of Santee, visible from
points ali the way to the eastern boundary of Santee. This “mountain” made of trash will
be the predominant visual feature in the viewshed, towering 200-300" above adjacent
natural ridgelines, This “small mountain' would be taller than the hillsides in and
adjacant to Santee that visually frame the developed portions of Santee and provide
panoramic visual relief. These hillsides range in elevations from 600 feet to 800 feet. in
addition, the Project will have a dramatic visual impact from Slate Route 52, the
gateway to Santea. As a point of reference, the highest elavation on SR 52 west of the
Landfill, known as the Santee Summit, has an elevation of 821'. Thus, the "mountain”
of trash would be 200" higher than Santee Summit. Thesa significant, long-term
impacts to the aesthetic appeal of Santee and to tha quality of life of Santes residents
are understated in the Craft EIR, thereby calling into question the visual impact analysis
and failure to inform decisicn makers of the Project's actual impacts.
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L4-50

L4-51

RESPONSES TO COMMENT LETTER RECEIVED FROM CITY OF SANTEE, SIGNED BY GARY
HALBERT P.E,, AICP, DATED APRIL 4, 2008 {LETTER L4) (cantinugd)

Response to Comment L4.50:

The Project has bean reviewed against and found to comply wilh the City of San Diego's Land
Development Code reguiations and guidefings regarding fandscaping and architectural treatments for the
entrance and other landfill structures.

Response to Comment L4-51;

Santee implies that the proposed landfill would be the only landform in or near the City at the proposed
elevation, and thus would "stick oul" from the natural topography. A review of the four U.S.G.5.
topographic maps that include Santee and ils vicinity (La Mesa, El Cajon, Poway and San Vicente
Reserveir) shows local mountains at 1108, 1053, 1591, 1374, 1379, 1194, 1094, 1201, 1082, 1094, 1204,
1191, 1127, 1204, 1062, 1068, end 1110. The anticipated visual impact of the future, closed landfill from
SR-52 is dapicted in a visual simulation in Figure 4.2-22. Another view coming inte Santee via Mission
Garge Road is shown in Figure 4.2-23. These views show the Project’s anlicipated visual impacts, from the
viewpoints selected before the study by persennel from both the City of San Diega and the City of Santee.

ltis infeasible to reduce att visual impacts associated with this Project to a level lass than significant, in part
because landform changes involving more than 2,000 cubic yards of cut or fill per acre are desmed
significant by City of San Diego criteria, if manufactured slopes higher than fen feet are produced.
Theretore, the Project, which invelves mare than 30,000 cubic yards of fill per acre, and a maximum height
increase of 167 feet, could never be found visually fess than significant, no matter what miligation
measures were utlized. Even reducing the maximum height of the landfill o the reduced height aftemnative
still has significant unmitigable visual quality impacts.
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Views of Landfill Post-closure

As shown in the photo simulations, the views during the operaticnal life of the Landfill
and after Landfill closure are significant as they can be viewed from existing residential,
park/open space, and school sites as well as Fanita Ranch. The photo-simulations
show the Landfill slope at its current permitted height of 883' AMSL and what the final
slopes would look like at closure, estimated to occur at 2029. However, the interim
slope conditions are not addressed. Wil the berms be flat-topped, resulting in a highly
visible eye-sore? Will there be an adequate cover of soil on these incremental slopes
that can support native vegetation throughout the active fife of the Landfill? These
questions remain because the photo simulations for the views at five year intervals are
not included ir the Draft EIR. The interim pheto simulations must be included to present
the full picture,

Thresholds — Vlewpolnts Considered

On Page 4.2-17, the Draft EIR states that nine public viewpoints were identified as
being most representative of existing and prospective fulura views toward the Project
site. The analysis explains that “fpJublic viewpoints have been emphasized because
neither San Diego regulations nor CEQA protects private views”.

To the contrary, nothing in CEQA limits the analysis of a Project's visual impacts from
cansidering private viewpoints. The checklist in Appandix G of the CEQA Guidelines,
Section 1 (Aesthetics) does not limit the visual impact analysis {o "public” scenic vistas.
Furthermore, under CEQA, San Diego has an independent obligation to rely upen
subsiantial evidence to suppor its conclusion that impacts are mitigated to a less than
significant level. (Communities for a Better Environment v. California Resources
Agency (2002) 103 CalApp.dth 98.) Use of existing environmental standards in
determining the significance of an impact “is an effective means of promoting
consisiency in significance determinations and integrating CEQA environmeniat review

. activities with other environmenial program planning and regulation” {Id. at p. 111}
However, San Diego cannot limit its analysis to whether tha Project complies with its
own visual impact regulations but must also consider whether the Project will have a
significant visual impact under CEQA. Local and state standards alone cannat
determine CEQA thresholds, (Berkeley Keep Jets Over the Bay Committes v. Board of
Port Commissloners of the City of Oakfand (2001) 91 Cal.App.4th 1344, 1381.)

Methodology — Views from State Routes 52 and 125

On Page 4.2-18 of the Draft EIR and Figures 4.2-8, 4.2-7, and 4.2-8, the visual impact
analysis only assesses the highway views from State Routes 52 and 125 from the
perspective of the driver. The driver's views are discounted because the driver's
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L.4-52

L4-53

L4-54

RESPONSES TO COMMENT LETTER REGEIVED FROM CITY OF SANTEE, SIGNED BY GARY
HALBERT P.E., AICP, DATED APRIL 4, 2008 {LETTER L4) (continued)

Response to Comment L4-52;

The EIR states that visual impacts of lhe proposed landform would be significant and unmitigable. Ten
difterent visuat simulations (EIR Figures 4.2-22 through 4.2-31) were prepared for various viewpaoints, most
of them located within the City of Santee. projscted interim year profiles of the landform wera shown in all
of these simulations, although the reader needs fo look below the interim profiles fo the color simulation
below 1o extrapolate the inlerim year appearance. Anticipated conlrast between the bare soil and mulch of
rewly-constructed Jandfill areas and the surrounding hilisides are described in impatt 4.2.4, EIR Section
4.24.2 A, Multiple additional visual simulafions are not required fo demonstrate the visual impacts are
significant 2nd unmitigable.

Response to Comment L4-53;

The EIR's significance threshold protecting public but not private views is based in fact, Jaw and Cily
guidelines. The City's posilion that impacts 1o privale views are not significant is specifically sel out in its
CEQA Significance Thresholds. There, the City has expressly concluded that private views are not
protecled and therefore, impacls to private views are not significant. The City's visua! significance crileria
not only make the distinction, it expressly contradicts the comment's assertion and states that *[v]iews from
private property are not protected by CEQA or the City of San Diego. See California Environmental
Quality Act Significance Determination Thresholds, Development Services Department (January 2007) at
75,

The State CEQA Guidelines at Section 15064.7 provide that each public agency is encouraged to develop
its own thresholds of significance to use In determining the significance of an envirormental effect. The
Gity of San Diego has done so, and as the Cily's Threshclds of Significance explain, It does not consider
impacts to private views 1o be significant.

Even though the City's policy is that private view impacts are not significant, the EIR nonetheless includes
visual simulations of it only views from all public viewpoinis tut also went onlo private property &t Fanita
Ranch. In fact, the viewpoints at Fanila Ranch were specifically chosen with input frem City of Santee staff,
Figuras 4.2-3, 4.2-4a, and 4.2-4¢ of the EIR identify areas, both public and private, with potential views 1o
the Project site. Section 4.2.2.5 ol the EIR stales:

Public viewpoints have been emphasized because neither the Cily of San Diego in its
regulations nor the Californla Eavifonmental Quality Act pratects prvate views. Public
views, whether from recreational areas, public facilities, or major roads or highways are
deemed most important fo the City. However, several of the key viewpoints also can bae
used to rapresent views from residential arsas nearby. (Emphasis added.)
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RESPONSES TO COMMENT LETTER RECEIVED FROM CITY OF SANTEE, SIGNED BY GARY
HALBERT P.E., AICP, DATED APRIL 4, 2008 (LETTER L4} (continued)

Responsa to Comment L4-53: (contd) .

The Project would not block any East Eiliott Community Plan or City of Saniee General Plan designated
public view corridor. Since no visual analysis can take into account every polential viewing location,
vantage points typically are usad to demonstrate the visual effects of a Project. For EIRs, public vantage
points are typically used. By comparing the localion of cne's privale residence to the Generalized
Propesed Landfill Project Visibility and Key Viewpoint Localions map {Figure 4.2-3) presented in the EIR,

1he effects of views towards the landfll from any private property in the area around the landfii can readily

be determined.

Numerous cases have upheld an agency's determination that cbstruclien of a few private views is not
generally regarded as a significant environmental impact. For example, the court in Mira Mar Mobile
Community v. City of Oceanside (2004) 119 Cal, App. 4% 477, 492-93 held that ‘[ujnder CEQA, the
question is whether a Project will affect the environment of persons In general, nol whether a Project will
affect particular persons. Additionally, California landowners do not have a right of access ta alr, light and
view over adjoining property.” As the court went on to stale, “neither state nor local law protects private
views from private lands " Id al 494. See also Porerville Citizens for Responsible Hillside
Deveiopment v. Cify of Portervilie (2007) 157 Cal. App. 4t 885; Bowman v. City of Berkeley (2004} 122
Cal. App. 4% 572, 586-87 {obstruction of a few private views is not generally regarded as a significant
Impact). In additicn, the Project provides berms to hide the aclive working face from most viewpoints.

Response to Comment L4-54:
The visual impact of the Project on views from SR-52 and SR-125 is found in the EIR to be significant and
unmitigable.
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attention must be focused on the road. The analysis should consider the Project's
visual impacts on passengers who have time to view their surroundings. In addition,
given the traffic congestion caused by the Project, the driver's view should not be fully
discounted.

Project Views from Fanita Ranch

On Page 4.2-27, the Draft EIR siates that the views of the Landfill from future residential
areas in Fanita Ranch are assessed *based on the most recent site plans available from
www.fanita.com on March 7, 2007". The Draft EIR should be amended to nota that
Fanita Ranch has been approved by Santee and such site plans have been approved
as part of the project.

The visual simulations provided on Pages 4.2-62, 63, and 65 show the project as
viewed from Fanita Ranch. The simulations show a significant change to the existing
canyon. Five-year interval pictures should be provided in order to show a better
representation of the angoing landfill oparations and closure. If these photos are not
provided, a discussion within the Draft EIR should address why the photo simuiations
provided adequately address this concern.

SR-52 as a State Scenic Highway

Cn Page 4.2-36, the Draft EIR states that SR-52 has been designated by the State as a
“state highway eligible for designation as a State Scenic Highway." Further, per Palicy
9.9 of the Community Enhancement Element of the Santee General Plan, Santee shall
explore pursuing designation of SR-52 as a State Scenic Highway, all or in par, as
appropriate upon completion of SR-52 to its junction with SR-67. Ta implement this
policy, Santes must adopt a scenic corridor protection program, apply to Caltrans for
scenic highway approval, and receive notification from Calirans that the highway has
heen designated as a scenic highway. The Draft EIR fails to analyze whether the
Project's visual impacts will interfere with Santee's policy to have SR-52 designated as
a State Scenic Highway by Caltrans, ’

Visual Impacts of Containers and Collections Bins

On Page 4.2-42, the Draft EIR states that at the present time up to 40 reli-off containers
and up 1o 200 smaller coliection bins (3-6 cubic yards each) are temporarily stored on
inactive portions of the Landfill. Apparently ‘[t]his practice would. continue for the
foreseeable future, but the number of roli-off containers would be reduced to a
maximum of 30" and “ft]o the extent feasible, these containers would be kept in less-
visible portions of the Landfill site.” The analysis concludes that “since this practice
represents no change from current landfill practices, no significant visual impact would
result from practice continuation under the [Project]”. Hewever, the visual impacts of
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Letter L4
{cont'd.)

L4-54
{cont'd.)

L4-55

L4-56

L4-57

RESPONSES TO COMMENT LETTER RECEIVED FROM CITY OF SANTEE, SIGNED BY GARY

HALBERT P.E., AICP, DATED APRIL 4, 2008 {LETTER L4) jcantinued}

Response to Comment L4-55:

Comment noted. Santee’s approval of the Fanita Ranch development does not change the E!R's analysis
or conclusions. See the Response to Comment L4-52 regarding why additional visual simulations are not
required.

Re;\ponsa to Comment L4-56:

It is our understanding that Santee may request designation of SR-52 as an official scenic highway within
the area of Santee jurisdiclion. Although the landfill is expected to ba visible fram SR-52 within Santee
when it rises above the surrounding ridgelines, it will be 1.5 miles or more from the nearest portion of SR-
52 located in Santee, and the landfill would be revegetated with native vegetation. A landfill focated
between 1.5 and 4 miles from a highway segment should not preciude that highway segment from being
considered 2 state scenic highway if the segment otherwise meels state criteria, See Response lo
Comment $5-18 for additional information about the Slate scenic highway designation process.

Response to Comment L4-57:

The containers and bins are currently stored out of view from any person outside the landfill in an
excavated area on the weslern portion of the landfill site. In the future, they would continue to be stored in
less visible areas of the landfill. Therefore, no visual impact is assessed in this EIR, since ng adverse
visual change is expected to ocour, and therefore, no mitigation is required.
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storing these containers and bins needs to have been analyzed in a previous EIR or
other environmental document, which is not discussed in the Draft EIR. The analysis
should discuss what viewpoinis are impacted by these containersibins so that their
Impacts may be adequately considered by the public, agencies, and decision makers,
Mitigation measures, including reduction of the number of containers/collection bins
permitted and keeping the containers In less-visivle porions of the Landfill, must be
incorporated as mitigation measures into the Project so that SLI Is committed to
reducing these visual impacts.

Visuval Impacts of Tree-Service Vehicles

Likewise, on Page 4.2-42, the Draft EIR states that the Landfill will continue the current
practice of allowing tree-service vehicles (Asplundh and Davy's Tree Service) to park
avarnight in Landfill parking areas and along tha Landfill haul road, This practice would
centinue until at least 2010. The analysis congludes that “since this practice represents
no substantive change from current landfill practices, no significant visual impact would
result from continuation of the practice under the [Project].” However, the practice of
allowing tree-service vehicles to park overnight at the Landfill has not been adequately
evaluated in a prior environmental document or in the Draft EIR. The visual impacts
from these vehicles are unsightly for Santes residents. To comply with CEQA, the
oractice should either be included as part of the Project Description so that its visual
impacts may be adequately evaluated or it should be eliminated, During recent
discussions betwsen Santee and SLI, SLI agreed to eliminate this practice. Thus, the
Draft EIR should include as a mitigation measurs a requirement that SLI not renew its
third-party contract to allow tres-service vehicles to park overnight at the Landfill.
Interim visual mitigation measures o address the visual impacts until 2010 should also
be censidered.

Visual Impacts of Litter

On Page 4.2-48, the Draft EIR evaluates the potential for visual impacts associated with
litter from the Landfill. The analysis concludes that the impacts would be minimized
through continuation of existing litter control measures (See Section 2.3.1.6 H of the
Draft EIR). However, as discussed above, the analysis must also consider off-site litter
impacts, whether those impacts will be significant, and any feasible mitigation measures
(such as impact fees for Santee to manage litter control on its roadways). Water quality
impacts associated with litter should also be addressed and mitigated. See comments
on Environmental Setting for further discussion. .

Visual Impacts of Interim Bare Slopes

On Page 4.2-53, Mitigation Measure 4.2.4 states that south and east facing graded
areas of the Landfill that will not be active for six menths wiil be planted within one
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{contd.)

L4-57

{cont'd.)

L4-58

L4-59

L4-60

RESPONSES TO COMMENT LETTER RECEIVED FROM CITY OF SANTEE, SIGNED BY GARY
HALBERT P.E., AICP, DATED APRIL 4, 2008 (LETTER L4} {continusd

Response to Comment L4-58;

The issue for the tree service vehlcles is the same as for the roll-off containers addressed in the Response
to Comment L4-57 above, There would be no visval change from the existing cendition, thus no visual
impact. As a result, no mitigation is required.

Response to Comment L4-5%:
See Response to Comment L4-14,

Response to Comment L4-60;

Revegetating landfill slopes that are in active developmenlt, i.e., are expecled to receive additional layers of
waste andfor soil within less than six months, would not result in allowing for revegetation to become
established, as those slopes would be covered with additional waste or soil. Therefors, no reductionin a
sigrificant visual impact would be achieved by requiring the requested mitigation.
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month of grading, using native, drought-tolerant plan material. This mitigation measure
Is insufficient to reduce the significant visual impacts of the Landfill on Santea residents.
Cumulatively, these slopes could remain in “interim” bare conditions for proportionately
{onger periods. Instead, Mitigation Measures 4.2.4 should require all inactive slopes to
be covered and planted after one manth of inactivity with native grasslands.

Post-closure Visual Impacts

On Page 4.2-55, the Draft EIR discusses tha visual impacts associated with the closure
of the Landfill with respect to re-vegetation and permanent alteration to the existing
landform. The analysis should alsc address the visual impacts of the permanent access
road, the gas probe locations as shown on Figure 3-5, and any above-ground drainage
pipes that may be installed on south facing slopes.

Mitigation Measures — Earthen Berms

Cn Page 4.2-46, the Draft EIR states that noise and view-blocking barrier berms would
be constructed of MSW and/or soil. This contradicts SLY's assurances to Santee that

the visual impact berms visible within the City would be constructed fully of soil and that|.

at no time would movement of waste be visible to residences and businesses in the
City. This commitment from SLI should be incorporated as a feasible mitigation
measure that weould reduce the Project's significant visual impacts. In addition, the
entire discussion of the earthen berms that will reduce visual and noise impacts to
Santee must be separated from the discussion of the biclogical berm mitigation
measures. The Draft EIR confuses these separata mitigation measures such that, as
drafted, the berms that address visual impacts to Santee are |nadequate3y described
and discussed.

4.3, BIOLOGICAL IMPACTS

Wildlife Corridors )

The Draft EIR identifias three wildlife corridors within and adjacent to the Landfill: Quail
Canyon, Spring Canyon, and Oak Canyon. These three wildlife corridors are also
identified in the East Elliot Community Plan. Wildlife Corridors are not only important to
the community in which they exist but they hold regional importance as a network for
wildlife movement. The Draft EIR only analyzes the Landfill's impact an the Spring
Canyon corridor and fails to adequately address the Oak and Quail Canyon corridors.
in particular, the Quail Canyon Corridor is directly adjacent to Santee and may affect
wildlife movement from wildlife corridors within Santee that feed into Quail Canyon. The
effect of the Landfill expansion on all applicable wildlife cerridors should be analyzed an
a regional scale and measures should be incorporated into the Project to mitigate any
significant impacts.
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L4-60
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L4-61

L4-62

L4-63

RESPONSES TO COMMENT LETTER RECEIVED FROM CITY OF SANTEE, SIGNED BY GARY
HALBERT P.E., AICP, DATED APRIL 4, 2008 (LETTER L4} (continued)

Response to Comment L4-61:

The landfill access road would not be visible from any key viewpoint selected by City staff of the Cities of
San Diego and Santee. As shown in EIR Figure 3-5, the road would turn west from the existing access
road south of the landfill, then around the southwest corner of the landfill sita. At such lecations it would be
lower than the existing lopography, and thus hidden from outside view. As it proceeds northerly up the
western side of the proposed landfilt landform, the cross-section of the read would be tipped to the east for
control of drainage. Thus, viewers to the west and of equal or lower elevation would not be able to see the
foad, since the western edga of the road would be higher than the eastern edge. Viewers to the south, of
equal or lower elevation, would be able 1o sse only porticns of the voad, and from a distance of mere than
twa miles, At that distance (see Figure 4.2-23), the visual impact of the roadway would be extremely small.
Little, i any, of the perimeter road would be visible from the east, and nene of the waste haul road would be
visible.

Ne structures are required at the gas probe locations plotted in Figure 3-5, and so these would not
represent any substantive visual impact, Finally, regarding potential above-ground drainage pipes on
south-facing slopes would be treated to reduce glare and blend into the surrounding vegetation.

Respeonse fo Comment L4-62:
See Response to Comment L4-7.

Response to Comment Ld4-63;

The landfiil expansion would come no closer to the channel of Quail Canyon than 1/3 mile, and ne closer ta
the channel of Oak Canycn than one mile, the same distances as for the existing, approved landfil plan.
Consaguently, it was concluded by RECON biolegists, in EIR Appendix C1, that ne direct or indirect impact
to those two corridors would occur as a result of the propesed landfill expansion, The biclagical analysis
focused on potential impacts to the adjacent Spring Canyon corridor. The MHPA Guidelines, Eastern Area
- East Elliott Mission Trails Regional Park, state that there is no impact to the East Ellioit wild!ife cormridors
s¢ long as wildlife movement is not precluded through more than one of the three corridors of Spring, Cak
and Quail Canyons.
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4.4, TRAFFIC CIRCULATION

Impacts of Project on Santee Roadways

Qn Page 4.4-1, the Draft EIR states that the “majority of the project-related traffic is
anticipated to affect City of San Diego roadways and Caitrans freeways” while “a small
proportion of project traffic would utilize City of Santee roadways”. This comment
understates the significant traffic impacts that the Project waould have on Santee
roadways, which the proposed mitigation measures fail to reduce to a less than
significant level. The Santee/San Diego street systam in the Project area includes
Mast Boulevard {Major Road), West Hills Parkway (Major Arterial), Fanita Parkway
(unclassified), Carlton Hills Boulevard (Major Streat), and Cuyamaca Street (Major
Street) — all of which primarily serve property within Santee's jurisdiction and the
Landfill. Moreover, the Project's traffic impacts will result in failing levels of service in
the vicinity of the Mast / SR 52 interchange, which serves a large portion of Santee's
residences. These impacts to Santee must be accurately described to fully inform the
decision makers of the Project’s impacts.

Project Traffic Distribution & Assignmant

On Page 4.4-3, the traffic analysis indicates that the existing trip distribution for the
Landfill includes 15% of Landfill traffic on Mast Boulevard east of the Landfil, However,
the future distribution assigns 3% of the Landfill traffic to Mast Boulevard, which results
in a decrease from the existing trip count. This is not realistic given future local
development that will occur east of the Landfill that will generate additional waste,
including Fanita Ranch and Castlerock.

Flawed Methodology — Exclusion of Non-Municipal Solid Waste Trips

As explained cn Pages 4.4-3 and 4.44 of the Draft EIR, the traffic analysis for the
Project is based upon trip generation assumptions formed on a site-specific
methodclogy developed to establish a relationship between tickets issued at the Landfill
and Landfill traffic. Impacts were analyzed using a baseline of traffic data collected in
2003. The traffic analysis should be revised using current baseline traffic data and the
ticket/traffic relationship should be evaluated with current data to confirm or refute the
validity of the site-specific methodology. Until the date is updated, the methodology is
suspect.

Even assuming, for the sake of argument, that the methodology used is appropriate, the
Draft EIR is fatally flawed in that it underestimates trip generation from the Landfill by as

much as 32%. The Sycamore Landfill Master Plan Expansion Traffic Impact Analysis
conducted by Linscott, Law & Greenspan (Appendices D1 and D2} indicates that “all of
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L4-64

L4-65

L4-66

RESPONSES TO COMMENT LETTER RECEIVED FROM CITY OF SANTEE, SIGNED BY GARY
HALBERT P.E,, AICP, DATED APRIL 4, 2008 {LETTER L4} (continued)

Response to Comment L4-64:

The Sycamore Landfill expansion is regional-serving. The sile is located adjacent to SR-52, which serves
the region. The site's driveway is the first signalized intersection north of the $R-52 interchange. The
applicant has provided input based on future waste demands that confirm a regional gistribution of traffic.
Regional growth is expecled to outpace local, internal growth in Santee, supporting the conclusion that
dislribution would be oriented 1o the adjacent freeway through the adjacentinterchange. It also is important
to note that the traffic study and EIR both addressed Project-related impacts to roads within the jurisdiction
of the City of Santee.

Response to Comment L4.65: .

The increase in landfill daily tennage is expected to be primarily due to regional growth and the closure of
Miramar Landfill. Those trips would be coming from SR-52, Santee's contribution is nat expected to grow
at the same rate as the increase in fonnage, and thus traffic from the direction of Santee is not expected lo
grow proportionately. Therefore, in the future, distribution to/ffrom Santee would be expected to be a lower
percentage of the total when compared fo existing distribution numbers,

Response to Comment L4-66:

The site-specific trip generation is based on linear growth of the measured, empirical relationship of tickets
to fruck trips, plus recycled materials, as shown in Table 3.2-4. Those ADTs include all traffic 10 come to
the landfif, as detailed in EIR Tables 3.2-3and 3.2-4,
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the future trip generation calculations are based on the existing relationship of tickets to
driveway volumes as observed on Jaruary 9, 2003. The Landfill counts traffic entering
its property by issuing a “ticket" to any vehicle arriving at the site carrying material {o be
deposited at the Landfill, including waste as well as green and other materials for
recycling {emphasis added).” The study concludes that “in order to calculate future
project traffic velumes, the proposed future operations must be understood in terms of
tickets to compare to the existing data.” This is calculated an the following Project
Description:

« Near-term (Year 2007} = 6,800 tons/day

+ Interim (Year 2010) = 9,400 tons/day

« lang-term (Year 2025) = 13,000 tons/day.
The traffic study aésumed that the near-term, interim and fong-term tonnages included
all waste entering the Landfill. However, the Draft EIR reveals that the tonnages
assumed in the traffic study repraesent only the Project's MSW, excluding imperted base
material, greens, C&D, Class B biosolids, and other recyclables from the analysis. The
Draft EIR indicates that the Preject's Requested Daily Tonnage Limits are:

+» Near-term (6,800 tons/day MSW) = 9,000 tons/day

+ Interim (8,400 fons/day MSW) = 11,500 tons/day

* Leng-term (13,000 tons/day MSW) = 16,700 tons/day
The traffic analysis for the Project is deficient in that it only includes impact analysis for
the trucks that would carry MSW. This flaw in the traffic study must be revised, the
traffic study must be redone, and the Draft EIR must be re-circulated for review.
Consideration of Excavation of Materials in Traffic Analysis
Further, on Page 3-7, the Draft EIR states that the Project will result in the excavation of
35-40 mey of native materials in order to construct dispasal cells, some of which will be
exported, The traffic analysis in Section 4.4 of the Draft must adequately consider the
traffic and circulation impacts of transparting this material off-site.

Consideration of Recyclable Materials in Traffic Analysis

On Page 3-20, the Draft EIR states that recyclable materials, waste auto oil and auto,
hatteries, appliances, and electronics would be transported off-site. The traffic analysis
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L4-66
{cont'd.)

L4-67

L4-68

RESPONSES TO COMMENT LETTER RECEIVED FROM CITY OF SANTEE, SIGNED BY GARY
HALBERT P.E,, AICP, DATED APRIL 4, 2008 {LETTER L4) (contiued)

Response to Comment L.4-67:
See Table 3.2+ in EIR Section 3.2.2.3, which demonstrates that the traffic study accounts for i traffic and
circulation impacts of transporting exporied material,

Response to Comment L4-68;

Table 3.2-4 in EIR Seclion 3.2.2.3 shows the vehigle trips for the various waste streams, including
recyclables. Periodic remaval of recyclable materials, waste automotive ol and batleries, appliances, and
electronics are covered under the trips listed in column 16 of that fable.
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should also adequately comsider any traffic impacts that will result from increased
recyclables accepted at the Landfill as a result of the Project.

Mitigation Measure - Dally Tonnage Limits Should Be Decreased

The Drafl £I1R must recognize that the significant traffic impacts are not caused by the
Project increasing the capacity of the Landfil. Rather, they are the resuit of not limiting
the Landfil's daily operations to that which can be served by the surrounding
transportation system. The Draft EIR should either be revised so that the daily tornage
limits proposed Iin the Project Description are minimized to an amount that would reduce
traffic impacts to a less than significant level or it must incorporate such recuction as
mitigation measures for the Project’s traffic, noise, and odor impacts.

Insufficient Mitigation Measures - Transportation Demand Management Plan

On Page 4.4-31, the Draft EIR assumes there are unavoidable, significant traffic
impacts and identifies implementation of a Transportation Demand Management Plan
{TDMP) as a means to reduce traffic impacts during peak hours. Mitigation Measure
4.4.5d states that prior to first expansion (maximum of 1,250 tickets/3,040 average daily
trips (ADT)), SLI will monitor and report the tickets as required by Mitigation Measure
4.4.5b. However, if peak-period tickets exceed the levels set forth in Mitigation Measurs
4.4.5c mare than 5% of the time in a given month, SLI must implement TDMP measures
such as reducing deliveries by vendors during a.m. and/or p.m. peak periods.

The Draft EIR further states that actions to reduce Landfill peak-period traffic include
convening a meeting of the TDMP Committee to consider other possible traffic
management measures. Examples of these measures include a provision enceouraging
the incorporation of price incentives in all franchise agreement with haulers of solid
waste that may use the Landfill, a provision encouraging off-peak trips, a provision
requiring SLI to offer in its own hauling agreements incentives designated to encourage
off-peak trips, and a raview of pricing structures at the Landfil! that discourage peak
hour trips. The analysis concludes that maintaining peak hour traffic at or below current
allowed limits, as would occur if SL! effectively implements Mitigation Measure 4.4.5d,
would “fully mitigate” all peak hour impacts to SR-52 but that Impacts will continue to be
considered significant and nat fully mitigated because SLI cannot control when vehicles
arrives at the Landfill. '

Mitigation measure 4.4.5d includes “convene meeting of the TOMP Committee to
consider other possible traffic management issues. The consideration of traffic
management issues by the TOMP Committee is nat a vafid mitigation measure. Rather,
it is just a discussion of impacts. For this measure to adequately address traffic
impacts, the TOMP Commitiee would need to consider other traffic management tools
and have the authority to require their implementation. While the proposed TDMP
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|.4-68
(cont'd.)

L4-69

L4-70

RESPONSES TO COMMENT LETTER RECEIVED FROM CITY OF SANTEE, SIGNED BY GARY
HALBERT P.E., AICP, DATED APRIL 4, 2008 (LETTER L4} {continued)

Response to Comment £.4-69:

CEQA does nct require that a Project be revised to eliminate ali significant impacts, but rather that it
disclose all significant impacts that may resulit from the Project and all feasible mitigation measures and a
reasonable range of Project alternatives that can reduce those impacls. Itis then up {o the decision-maker
to balance the impacts with the tenefils of the Project and determine whether or not the Project shoufd be
approved. See Responses to Comments L4-4 and L4-5, which further explain why reducing daily lonnage
is not a feasible mitigation measure given the demonstrated regional need for the proposed daily
acceptance capacily, and why a reduced daily tonnage scenario is net an alternative to the Project but
rather a subset of the Project.

Response to Comment L4-70:

MM 4.4 5d establishes the TDM Committee. The EIR recognizes that the TDM Committee may not be able
to fully reduce the significant traffic impacts. The measure is a valid mitigation measure, because it has the
potential o reduce traffic impacts.

This comment recommends providing the TDM Commitiee with the power to require SLI o implement
specific measures beyond those identified in the EIR to further limit traffic during peak times if necessary to
reduce fulure year significant and unmitigable traffic impacts to SR-52 and the southbound Mast Boulevard
to westbound SR-52 onramps. If the applicant had the ability to completely contro! trips to the tandfill, 2
TDM measure could fully mitigate traffic impacts. However, the applicant does not have the ability to
completely control trips, ultimately all it can do is close the gate. The lpaded vehicles would still show ug
and leave or walt as described by the City of Santee, so there would be no reduction in traffic, However, if
the gate were closed, the vehicles could decide to dump their lcads illegally, with assaciated public healh
and cther issues.

In the past, the Applicant has successfully addressed the issue of trucks arriving early before the iandfill
openet¢ and parking on nearby streets. It is anticipated they would continue 1o work cooperatively with
Santee and the City of San Diego. This would be another issue the TDM Committee could discuss. The
TOM Plan approach required by MM 4.4.5d has the ability to avoid the impacts of ticketed trips trying to
evade the TDM Plan, as described in this comment by the City of Santee. In fact, it Is unforeseeable
impacls such as those expressed by Santee that make it infeasible to guarantee that the TDM Plan would
be 100% effective.

Sentee's comment does not identify any specific physical Improvements that would reduce identified
significant and unmitigable impacts,

See also Response to Comment L4-5.
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(Mitigation Measure 4.4.5d) could potentially reduce the Project's traffic impacts, thel
TOMP should not be relied upon alone to reduce the Project’s traffic impacts. As
acknowledged in the Dratt EIR, there is nc guarantee the measures will be effective.

If a TDMP is to be successful, it should include specific imptementation steps and
include enforcement provisions should established trip reduction targets not be met. At
a minimum, mitigation measures should be imposed on SLI requiring it to implement all
necessary TDMP measures determined by the TDMP Committee that would reduce
traffic impacts on SR-52 prior to any expansion of permitted daily tickets/trips, even if
the traffic impacts will not be fully mitigated.

The Draft EIR should also note that even if the TDM mitigation measure were effective
to reduce peak hour tickets, the TOMP would likely result in creating traffic impacts on
tha surrounding local streets and SR-52 as trucks arrive at Sycamore Landfill but avoid
entering the gates. The likelihood of these impacts is high given that the TDMP has a

stated goal of minimizing ticket activity during the five peak weekday traffic hours (2{-

a.m. peak hours, 3 p.m. peak hours). Truck drivers attempting 1o avoid these peak
pericd gate arrivals would try to anticipate trip times for appropriate arrivals. Given the
unpredictable naiure of traffic in gridlock conditions, they will often still arrive within the
peak traffic hours. A truly effective TDM program tracked by tickets would make it more
desirable for the driver to wait nearby than to enter during the peak traffic period. This
behavior would lead to further impacts on the local street system and SR-52. These
potential impacts should be addressed in the Draft EIR and mitigation ientified,
possibly funded through feefpenalties generated through the TDM program to fund
traffic improvements/operations for Santee and Caltrans.

The Draft EIR concludes that there are no feasible measures for aveiding significant
traffic impacts if the TDMP program is unsuccessful. This conclusion incorrectly
assumes that the traffic impacts are unavoidable, Even with implementation of TOMP
measures, physical traffic improvements would most likely be necessary to reduce
traffic impacts to a less than significant level.  Again, the most feasible and
environmentally superior approach !o addressing the Project's traffic impacts is
avoidance. The significant traffic impacts are not caused by the Project increasing the
capacity of the Landfill. Rather, they are the result of not limiting the Landfil’'s daily
operation to that which can be served by the surrounding transportation system. A
reduced operations project alternative or mitigation measure would reduce traffic
impacts to a less than significant level and reduce air quality and odor impacts without
impacting the capacity of the Project.

Mitigation Measures — Physical Improvements to SR 52

Mitigation measures 4.4.2 and 4;4.53 (fair share payment for highway improvernents}
do not automatically mitigate the impacts for which they were developed. CEQA defines
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{contd.)

L4-70
(contd.}

L4-71

RESPONSES TO COMMENT LETTER RECEIVED FROM CITY OF SANTEE, SIGNED BY GARY
HALBERT P.E., AICP, DATED APRIL 4, 2008 (LETTER L4} {continuec)

Responsa to Comment L4.71:

MM 4.4,2 provides for fair share contributions; MM 4.4.5a requires that the landfill not expand lo 2,150
tickets per day until complelior of the Caltrans Managed Lanes Projeci is assured. The EIR text above MM
44.2 (EIR Section 4.4.2.4 B) stales that, "until such a Project has been constructed and is opened, a
significant Project-related cumulative traffic impact would remain.” As MM 4.4-5a indicates, the Project is
propesed to be phased relative 1o proposed or projected transportation facility improvements.
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a “[feasible” mitigation measure as one that is “capatle of being accomplished in a
successful manner within a reasonable period of time, taking into account economic,
environmental, social, and technological factors." (Pub. Rescurces Code, § 21061.1;
see also Guidelines, § 15364.) In shert, “a commitment to pay fees without any
evidence that mitigation will actually oceur is inadequate.” (City of Marina v. Board of]
Trustees of the California Stafe University (2006) 39 Cal.4th 341, 365 [citations]. The
impacts will be significant until the Caltrans improvements are completed. The Project's
daily tonnage limits and permissible tickets should be phased to limit increases in

Landfill eperations until the freeway improvements are complete,
Mitigation Measures - TODOMP Committea

The TOMP Committes referred to in Mitigation Measure 4.4.5d must adequately
represent the interests of Santee, San Diego, Caltrans, Padre Dam Municipal Water
District and SLI. The Draft EIR is vague as io what Santee's role and authority would
be on the TOMP Committee. A °unanimous” decision of the TDMP Committee should
not be required before additional TOM measures can be implemented to reduce traffic
an SR-52. At a minimum, the TDMP Committee must be given authority to impose
mitigation measures selected from the identified options by a majority vote.

Mitigation Measures —Physical Improvements to Westhound SR 52 Ramp

Mitigation Measure 4.4.5d also identifies potentia! improvements that would address the
Project's impact to the westbound SR-52 ramp but does not include them as a
mitigation measure because “Caltrans typically does not allow such measures in their
facilities”. The Draft EIR should include a mitigation measure requiring SLI to commit to
working with Caltrans to widen the westbound SR-52 ramp to allow for free westbound
right-turn movements or triple right-turn movements and to be respansible for these

improvements should Caltrans determine that they would be appropriate at a later date.
4.6, NOISE -
Methodeology — CNEL/SENEL Analysis

The methodology used te perform the analysis of the Project's noise impacts is flawed.
As discussed on Pages 4.6-1, 8, 16, and 26 of the Draft EIR, the noise analysis uses
the Community Noise Equivalent Level (CNEL) tc measure the Project's noise impacts.
CNEL is a 24-hour, time-weighted average, obtained after the addition of five decibels
(dB) (a logarithmic unit of sound energy intensity) to sound levels occurring between the
hours of 7:00 p.m. and 10:0C p.m. and 1¢ dB to sound levels occurring between 10:00
p.m. and 7:00 a.m. The CNEL calculates the total sound exposure, in decibels, at a
given lacation and then dividas the total by 24 hours to derive an average. However, an
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L4-71
{cont'd.)

1.4-72

L4-73

L4-74

RESPONSES TG COMMENT LETTER RECEIVED FROM CITY OF SANTEE, SIGNED BY GARY
HALBERT P.E., AICP, DATED APRIL. 4, 2008 (LETTER L4) continued)

Response to Commaent L4-72: '

Santee would be an equal pariner on the TDM Cemmiliee. The TDM Committee would have the autharity
to impose reasanable mitigation, based on the nature of the impact and the feasibility of the mitigation. See
also Response to Comment L4.70.

Response to Comment L4-73: .

The Project does not have a significant impact to the SR-52 Westbound on-ramp, The significant impact is
to the intersection of westbound Mast Boulevard and the westbound SR-52 on-ramp. Mitigation for this
impact could be a free right tum for westbound iraffic on Mast Boutevard or three right-turn-lanes. Because
Calirans does not allow these improvements, this impact remains significant and unmitigated.

Response fo Comment [4.74:
See Response to Comment L4-13,
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EIR's use of the CNEL standard alone may mischaracterize the actual effect of a
Project's noise impacts on nearby sensitive receptors such as Santee residenis.

As such, the Draft EIR's noise analysis is flawed because it fails ta pravide, in addition
to the CNEL analysis, the most fundamenta! information about the Project's noise
Impacts - specifically the number of additional truck trins that wiil occur as a resuit of the
Project, the frequency of those trips, and their effect on sleep. (See Berkeley Jets, 91
Cal.App.4th at p.1377.) An analysis of a Project’s impact on sleep is critical to enable
nearby Santee residents to understand how the Project will affect their lives. (lbid.)
According {0 Berkeley Jets, “[tlhe probability of being repeatedly awakened by multiple
single-event sounds can be calculated, given sufficient data” {Id. at p. 1382.) Thus, the
Draft EIR should include a Single Event Noise Exposure Level (SENEL) descriptor in
addition to the CNEL.

Noise Regulations

The Project is proposing to rezone the Landfill site to an industriat zone from the current
residential zone. As discussed on Page 4.6-2, this change allows the Landfill to operate
at a higher arithmetic average of noise levels on the boundary of an industrial and
residential zone instead of the current residential zone boundaries. The Draft EIR is
using this rezone as the baseline for the measurements when analyzing the Project's
impacts on Santes, with a 60dBA CNEL as the maximum permitted level. The current
residential zoning of the Landfill and the adjacent residential properties within Santee
would apply a noise level of 50 dBA, in which the Draft EIR should analyze the impacts

“on Santee residents. As such, the following statement on Page 4.6-7 is inaccurate:
“Tha applicable limit for residential land uses for residential land uses from the
transportation sources operating on public roads is 60 dBA CNEL.”

Mitigation Measures to Reduce Impacts on Sensitive Receptors

On Page 4.8-2, the Draft EIR states that the nearest existing noise-sensitive receptors
of the Project are single-family homes within Santee, approximately 240 feet southeast
of the center of the Mast Boulavard/West Hills Parkway intersection. Impacts 4.6.1a
through 4.6.1d are a result of the grading, landfill operations, and traffic. The noise
impacts are mitigated to a level below significance by incorporating Mitigation Measures
4.6.1a through 4.6.1d and 4.6.2, which include constructing a 15-20 foot berm to
mitigate sound impacts to sensitive receptors and prchibiting operations within 200 feet
of the nearest residential parcel. :

In addition, Mitigation Measure 4.6.2 provides mitigation for {future developments that
would be impacted by noise {i.e. Castlerock). The measure states that SLI will be

financially respansible for implementing any future mitigation that may result frem future
projects impacted by noise related to the activities within the Landfill. However, the
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(cont'd.)

L4-74
(cont'd.)

L4-75

L4-76

L4-77

RESPONSES TO COMMENT LETTER RECEIVED FROM CITY OF SANTEE, SIGNED BY GARY
HALBERT P.E., AICP, DATED APRIL 4, 2008 {LETTER L4) (continusd) ‘

Response to Comment L.4-75:

The baseling noise analyzed was and is the existing ambient noise levels at the site, not the allowable
levels under the proposed zong. As shown in column 1 of EIR Table 4.6-4, ambient noise levels at cross-
sections D, E and F, the ones closest to Santee, would have ambient noise levels of 41/41/35 dBA Leg, for
daytime, evening and nightlime noise levels, sespectively. Noise levels resulting from development and
operation of the proposed landfill, at the landfill boundary at cross-sections D, E and F, with no mitigation,
are shown In column 4 of Table 4.6-4. These levels are projected to be 72.2, 76.1 and 67.1 dBA Leq,
respectively. Finally, column 7 of the same tatle shows the noise levels a the site boundary at maximum
operalions with implementation of noisefvisual barrier berms, as described in MM 4.6.0. The resultant
noise levels at the three cross-seclions would be 54.5, 56.8, and 54.0 dBA Leq respeciively, which,
although greater than the existing conditions, is within the allowable neise limits. The commenter is
concerned aboul projected noise levels at Santee residential areas, which are located 4,600 feet, 4,000
feet, and 4,000 feet respectively, from the cross-section locations used in the analysis. At those distances,
the projected noise levels would diminish to 34.3. 41.8 and 22.5 dBA 1eq, respectively (source, Gordon
Bricken, B/2/108). These levels are far fower lhan any applicable standards for nighttime noise levels in
residential areas. Please refer to the discussion in Chapter 4.6 of the EIR.

Response to Comment 1.4-76;
Comment noled. This comment does nol address the accuracy or adequacy of the EIR; therefore, no
response is necessary.

Response to Comment L4-77:

MM 4.6.2 provides for mitigation of potential traffic noise impacts for residentially zoned lands adjacent lo
the existing and future landfill access road. MM 4.6.2 s included in the MMRP and would be enforced by
ihe City of San Diego. The polential impact has been recognized in the EIR, and a commitment by SLIis
made therein to fully mitigate the potential impact if it occurs in the future.
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mitigation measure should also identify what mechanisms or assurances will be in place|L4'77
in the future to ensure that SLI will mitigate these future impacts. {cont'd.)

The Project should also incorpurate mitigation measures to mitigate any significant
noise impacts indicated from the SENEL analysis. For example, beeping alarms |_4-78
associated with trucks reversing on site might be heard during early morning hours,
should the Landfill receive transfer trucks at 2 a.m, The Landfill design must include
adequate turn-around for such trucks to minimize back-up occurrences. Also, trash—
moving equipment (such as dozers) should be equipped with flashing lights rather ihan
the beep alarms, subject to OSHA compliance.

Also, the impacts associated with the construction of the noise berms needs to be L4_79
mitigated. On Page 4.6-18, the Draft EIR states that SL| will ensura that the barm
censtruction will comply with San Diego's noise ordinance, but it does net identify any
mitigation measures. Such mitigation measures are required before the impacts can be
considered mitigated to a less than significant level.

Truck Noise impacts

On Pages 4.6-20 and 4.6-26 of the Draft EIR, tha noise analysis should indicate L4 80
whether it has considered average daily trips from trucks delivering non-MSW and -
aggregate waste collected such as greens, C&D, and recyclables to the Landfili {See
also Table 4.8-8). As with the traffic analysis in Section 4.5, the noise analysis should
consider these impacts as well, In addition, the noise analysis should be reconsidered
in order to accurately describe the impacts of increased vehicls trips on Santee streets,

4.7, AIR QUALITY/ODOR
Methodology - Faliure to Adequataly Consider Bioscllds

The Draft EIR's air emissicons analysis conducted in 2004 assumed that the type and
nature of the waste accepted at the landfill would not appreciably change over the life of |_4'81
the facility. This assumption and the subsequent analysis in the Draft EIR is flawed in
that the Project would add biosclids and composting waste to the Landfilt facility
resuiting in a higher percentage of organic waste, Also, the technical appendix G
indicates that the Project data input into the Landfil Gas Generation Model
underostimated the waste stream and cumulative waste of the Project. The appendix
assumes a cumulative waste of 124.6 mcy with the Landfill closing in 2033, The Project
proposes a curmnulative waste of 157 mey with the Landfil closure In 2028, The air
emigsions analysis should be recalculated using the correct Project data, and the Oraft
E{R must be re-circulated after the analysis is corrected.

Page 29 of 43

000144

RESPONSES TO COMMENT LETTER RECEIVED FROM CITY OF SANTEE, SIGNED BY GARY
HALBERT P.E., AICP, DATED APRIL 4, 2008 (LETTER L4} {cantinued)

Response to Comment L4-78: .

The noise analysis, using CNEL, includes nolse operating scurces, such as truck alarms. The Project
mitigates all significant noise impacts indicated from the single event noise equivalent level (SENEL)
analysls. Because such noise is included in the CNEL analysis, the City of San Diego does not use SENEL
by itself as a measure of noise impact.

OSHA does not allow use of flashing lighls as a substitute for back-up aarms.

Response to Comment L4-79:
Compliance with existing laws and regulations does not require addltional mitigation measures because it
precludes an fmpact from oceurring.

The berm construction is governed by the City of San Diego's Noise Ordinance and the feasible miligation
measure (MM 4.3.4) imposed is discussed in EIR Chapter 4.3, page 4.3-29,

Response to Comment L4-80:
The noise analysis considered {rips from all waste streams. See EIR Appendix E1.

Response to Comment L4-81:

The base air quality analysis was done for 40 mcy. The analysis assumed the Project would have a
capacity of 178 mcy, which equals 124.6 tons {not cubic yards) Given that the Project analysis assumes
178 mey and the request is for only 157 mey, the EIR's analysis was conservalive. See also Responses o
Comments L4-12, L4-37 and L.2-7.
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Gas Collection

On Page 4.7-10, the Draft EIR states that 90% or more of the generated gas at the
Landfill is collected and destroyed in a flare or transformed to electricity in an energy L4-82
generation facility (lurbines). As noted on Page 4.7-13, "it is generally accepted by the
USEPA that collection efficiencies of more than 75% are typical in operating landfills
with gas collection and control systems”. The Draft EIR should indicate the basis for the
80% or more collection rate established for the Landfill, since it is significantly higher
than the USEPA's standard.

Air Quality Thresholds for PM;s.

On Page 4.7-21, the Draft EIR states that on Octcber 8, 2006's SCAQMD adopted

reglonal PM; s significance thresholds for the purpose of analyzing regional PM:s air L4'83 )
quality impacts in CEQA air quality analyses. The SCAQMD PM;z s regional significance
threshold is based on the September 8, 2005 EPA proposal published in the Federal
Register, “Proposed Rule to Implement the Fine Parlicle Natianal Ambient Air Quality
Standards". The rule proposed a significant emission rate for PM, 5 for the purpose of
New Sources Review of 10 fons per year. Canverting the annual rate, 10 tons, into a
daity rate produces a daily emission rate of approximately-55 pounds per day. The
Draft EIR concludes that because EPA's proposal had not been promulgated and
because the threshold is based on stationary sources thresholds as cpposed to regional
emissions modeling, it was not required to analyze the Project under this threshold.

However, on September 21, 2006, EPA Issued the strongest national air quality
standards for particle pollution in the country’s history that took effect on December 18,
2006, EPA has substantially streghtened the primary 24-hour fine paricle standard,
iowering it from the current level of 65 micrograms per cubic meter (ug/m3) to 35 pg/m®,
The air quality impact analysis with respect to PMz s should be revised in erder to reflect
this new standard. 1t is particularly important to use the most updated standard given J

the lengthy term of the Project and the long-term air quality impacts to Santee residents.
CO Hot Spots Evaluation

On Page 4.7-29 of the Draft EIR, the vehicle emissions analysis selected the
intersection of West Hills Parkway and Mast Boulevard as the Hot Spot to represent the L4_84
worst case analysis. The on-ramp to westbound SR-52 adjacent te the Landfill would

better represent a worst case scanario. This location will experience delays of up to 8

minutes and a queue length of up to 7,850 feet, which would queue through the
intarsection of West Hills Parkway and Mast Boulevard (the resultant delays and Hot

Spot impacts of this queuing through the intersection are not accounted for in the traffic
analysis). . ‘
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RESPONSES TG COMMENT LETTER RECEIVED FROM CITY OF SANTEE, SIGNED BY GARY
HALBERT P.E,, AICP, DATED APRIL 4, 2008 (LETTER L4} (continuec)

Response to Comment L4-82:

The 75% capture efficiency value presented above is from the USEPA AP-42 regulatory reference for
estimating landfill gas emissions from landfills. AP-42 notes that there is a range of potential emissions
factars, as "gas colleclion systems are not 100 percent efficlent in coliecting landfitl gas." The document,
writlen in 1958, states that "reported collection efficiencies typically range from 6C to 85 percent, with an
average of 75 percent most commonly assumed." However, the decument gees on to note that "higher
collection efficiencies may be achieved at some site {i.e., those engineered to contro! gas emissions}.' A
study conducted by the Solid Waste Association of North America (SWANA)} indicated that field-based
measurements resulted in an average landfill gas collection effliciency of over 80%." The Project for the
Sycamore Canyon Landiill would be wholly engineered to collect landflll gas. In addition, all new footprints
of the fandfill would be lined. As a result, it is reasonable, consistent with AP-42 and the SWANA
reference, to assume a 80% collection efficiency for the waste that would be landfilled as a result of the
Proposed Master Plan Development.

Response to Comment L4-83:

Although inagveriently omitted from Table 4.7.3, the revised, lower 24-hour average NAAQS for PMzs was
used as the basis of comparison for the modeled impacts. See the revised Tabie 4.7.3, on the following
page.

Response to Comment L4-84:

As discussed in Tables 4.7-9a and 4.7-8b of the EIR, the air quality analysis addressed the patential CO
hotspet issue at the nearest intersection to the residential area located near Mast Boulevard and West Hill
Parkway, and found that CO emission levels would not be significant at sensors 50 feet from that
interseclion under peak landfill operating conditions {estimated 2,600 tickets per day), That intersection is
located within 200 feet of several hemes, and is projected to carry 5,921 vehicles per hour during the a.m.
peak hour. The next closest interseclion, at Mast Boulevard and the westbound SR-52 ramps, is located
800 feet from the residences and would carry 4,948 vehicles per hour during the a.m. paak hour. Since no
significant impact was found at the intersection that is closer and has higher traffic, no significant impact is
expected at intersections that are farther away and have less traffic. Further, with the turnover of clder
vehicles, introduction of cleaner fuels and implementaticn of contral technology on industrial facilities, CO
concentralions in the San Diego Alr Quality Management District {SDAPCD) District have steadily declined.
Because the APCD has been in attainment of CO, there is no detziled analysis of CC in the APCD that can
be used to qualitatively evaluate potential CO hot spats at this intersection.

! Solid Waste Association of Nerth America [SWANA). 2007. Landfill Gas Collection System Efficiencies.
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RESPONSES TO COMMENT LETTER RECEIVED FROM CITY OF SANTEE, SIGNED BY GARY
HALBERT P.E., AICP, DATED APRIL 4, 2008 (LETTER L4) [continued)

Response to Comment L4-84: jcont'd)

However, the analysis prepared for CO attainment in the South Coast Air Quality Management District
(SCAQMD} can be used to assist in evaluating the potential for CO exceedances in the SDAPCD, €O
altzinment was thoroughly analyzed as part of the SCAQMD 2003 and 1992 Air Quality Management Plans
{AQMPs}, As discussed in the 1992 CO AQMP, peak carben monoxide concentrations in that basin are
due to urusual melecrological and lopographical conditions, and not due to the impact of particular
intarsections. Even so, and even considering these unique metearological conditions, dus to the
increasingly skingent CO emissions standards, CO modeling was performed as part of SCAQMD's 2003
AQMP at the four busiest intersactions in Los Angeles at the worst case lime wilh the highest paak moming
ang afternoon traffic failed to yield a violation of CO standards. These interseclions are: Long Beach Bivd.

and (mperial Highway (Lynwood); Wilshire Blvd. and Veteran Ave. (Westwood), Sunset Blvd. and Highland

Ave. {Hollywood); and La Cienega Bivd. and Century Bivd. (Inglewood). At buildout of the Project, none of
ihe intersections in the Project area would have peak hour traffic volumes that exceed those at the
intarsections modeled in the SCAQMD AQMP, nor would there be any unique reason to believe that they
would yield higher CO concentrations if medeled in detail.
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Carbon Monoxide Impacts

The Executive Summary states that “a formal traffic study was conducted and
demonstrated that with implementation of the propesed mitigation, there would be no
significant impact to the level of service at any intersection or along any rcad segment
due to the project. Therefore, no significant carbon monoxide concentration impact
would occur to jocalized sensitive receptors due to degraded traffic conditions.” This is
not a correct statement. There are significant unmitigated local traffic impacts. Thesa

impacts are only mitigated if the proposed TDMP is successful, and no enforcement|.

mechanisms are included in the mitigation measure to provide assurance of its success.
Mitigation Measures

Mitigation Measure 4.7.1a requires SLI personnel to preperly maintain engine-powered
equipment per manufacturers’ specificaticns and maintain logs demonsirating such
maintenance has occurred. This measure is clearly insufficient in addressing air
emissions impacts and merely represents good business practice for vehicle
maintenance. A more appropriate mitigation measure would be for alt Landfill
equipment to meet or exceed the regulations currently under consideration by the
California Air Resources Board for In-Use Ofi-Road Diesel Vehicles.

{n addition, Mitigaticn Measure 4.7.1h requires SLI to conduct quarteriy monitering of
methane surface emissions to ensure there are no continued emissions greater than
500 ppm. There is no discussion of activities that would be required if such monitoring
results indicated that the emissions had exceeded 500 ppm. Why does the measure
use a standard of 500 ppm rather than the 200 ppm standard in the CARB Proposed
Regulation Order (Version 1.0)? Why does the measure use a standard of quarterly
monitoring rather than the monthly monitoring standard in the CARB Proposed
Regutation Order (Version 1.0)? How does thls monitoring program avoid health and
safety impacts from migrating methane gas? The mitigation measure should include
the Wellhead Requirements of the CARB Proposed Regulation Order (Version 1.0}.

Similarly, mitigation measure MM 4.7.1.i would require guarterly inspections of the
Landfill cover to ensure the maximum amount of LFG is collected. There is no
indication of how the determinaticn would be made that the maximum amount of LFG
was being collected or what steps would be required if the maximum amount was not
being collected.

Lastly, the Executive Summary states that mitigation measures for air emissions
address visual impacts. There is no supporting documentaticn for this assessment.
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Letter L4
(cont'd.)

L.4-85

L4-86

L4-87

L4-88

L4-89

RESPONSES TO COMMENT LETTER RECEIVED FROM CITY OF SANTEE, SIGNED BY GARY
HALBERT P.E,, AICP, DATED APRIL 4, 2008 (LETTER L4} {continuad)

Response to Comment L4.85:
The Executive Summary has been corrected to reflect the EIR text in Section 4.7.

Response to Comment L4-86:

On July 26, 2007, the California Air Resources Board (ARB) appreved a regulation to reduce emissions
from existing off-rcad diesel vehicles used in Callfornia in construction, mining, and other industries, In
general, the regulation requires owners to modemize their fleets by replacing engines with newer, cleaner
ones {repowering), replacing vehicles with newer vehicles equipped with cleaner engines, retiring older
vehicles, or by applying exhaust retrofits that caplure and destroy pollutants before they are emitted into the
atmosphere. The fleet at the Sycamore Landfill Proposed Master Plan would comply with this new
regulation, as required by law, with implementation of the Project.
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RESPONSES TO COMMENT LETTER RECEIVED FROM CITY OF SANTEE, SIGNED BY GARY HALBERT P.E., AICP, DATED APRIL 4, 2008 (LETTER L4)

{continued)

Respense to Comment L4-86: (conrd)

Table 4.7-3
California Federal Ambient Air Quality Standards
T * +7| Federal Standards @
R Concentration Mehod ¢ | Pimary 9%t | Secondaiy B! 5 | Method
Ozone (01} 1 Hour 0.09 ppm (180 ug/m?) |Ultraviolet Pholometry e Same as Primary|Uitraviolet Photometry
8 Hour 0070 ppm {137 008 ppm (157]Stendand
) ug/mys
Respirable Particulate|24 Hour 50 ugfm? Gravimetric or Beta Alenuation |150 ug/m? Same as Prmary|lnertisl Separation and Gravimetic
Matter (PMso) Ancwal Adilivnetic Mean | 20 ugim? Standard Analysis
Fine Pariiculale Matter|24 Hour Nao Separate State Standard . 35 ugm? Same as Primary|faertial Separalion and Gravimetic
PM2s) Ancusal Adilhmetic Mean | 12 v Gravimetric or Beta Allenwation | 15 ug/m? Standard Analysis
Carbon Monoxide (CO) 8 Howr 90 ppm {10maim®  [Non-dispersive  Inirared|9 ppm {10 mgimd) None Mon-dispersive Infrared Photometry
1 Hour 20 pora {23 mghte) Phatometry {NDIR) %5 ppm (40 mgim?) NDIR)
8 Howr (Lake Tahoe) & ppm (7 mgim) —
Nitrogen Dioxide {NO3) Annual Arithmetic Mean Gas Phasel0.053 ppm ({100[Same as Primary|Gas Phase Chemluminescence
ChemJumingscence ug/m?) Standard
1 How 0.25 ppm (470 vg/m?) —
Lead® 30 Days Average 1.5ug/m* . ) _— —_—
Gatendar Guader Aomic Asorption 1.5 ugim? Same as Primary|High Volume Sampler and Atomic
Standard Absorption
Sutfur Dioxide {S0z) Annuat Asithmetic Mean | —— 0.030 ppm (B0 vg/m®) [——
Uttraviolet Spectrophoimetry
4 0.14 385 B —
24 Hour {.04 ppm {105 ug/m?) A ppm {365 rgim®) Pa fine Melhod)
I Howr e 0.5 ppm (1200
ugim?}
1 Hour 0.25 ppm (656 ug/m?) JE— —
visibility  Reducing|8Hour {Extinction of coefiicient of 0.23 per kilometer — visibility -
Particles of ten mies or more {0.07 — 30 miles or mora for Lake
Tahoe) due to particles when relative humidity is less
than 70 percent. Method: Beta Atlenuation and
Transmittance through Fiter Tape. Mo Federal Standards
Suttates 24 Hour 25 ug/m? lor. Chromatography
Hydrogen Sulfide 1 Howt 0.03 ppm {42 ugin?)  [Ultraviclet Fivorescence
Vimyl Chicride? 24 Hour 0.01 ppm {26 ug/m?)  }Gas Chromatngraphy
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RESPONSES TO COMMENT LETTER RECEIVED FROM CITY OF SANTEE, SIGNED BY GARY HALBERT P.E., AICP, DATED APRIL 4, 2008 (LETTER L4}

{coatinued}

Response to Comment L4-86: jront'a}

Notes:

U]

@

3

“
{5}
{6}
@

{8

California standards for ozone, ¢arbon monoxide (except Lake Tahoe), sulfur dioxide {1 and 24 hour), nitrogen dioxide, suspended particulate matier — PM10, PM2.5, and visibility reducing
parlicles, are values thal are nol to be exceeded. All others are not 10 be equaled or exceeded. Califomia ambient air quality standards are listed in the Table of Standards in Section 70200
of Tile 17 of the Californiz Code of Regutations.

National standards (cther than czone, particulate matter, and those based on annual averages or annual anthmetic mean) are nat to be exceeded more than once a year. The o2one
standard is atiained when the fourth highest eight hour concentration in a year, averaged over free years. is equal to or less than the standard, For PM10, the 24 hour standard is attained
when the expected number of days per calendar year with a 24 hour standard concentration above 150 ug/m3 is equal to or less than one, For PM 2.5, the 24 hour standard is attained
when 98 percent of the daily concentrations, averaged aver three years, are equal to or less than the standard, Contact USEPA for further ciassification and current federal policies.
Concentralions expressed first in units in which it was promuigated. Equivalent units given in parentheses are dased upon a reference temperature of 25° C and a reference pressure of 760
tom. Most measurerments of air quality are to be comected to a reference temperature of 25° C and a reference pressure of 780 torr; ppm in this table refers to ppm by volume, or
micromoles of pollutant per mofe of gas.

Any equivalent procedure which can be shown to the satisfaction of the ARB to give equivalent resulls at or near the level of the ait qualily standard may be used.

National Primary Standards: The levels of air quality necessary, with an adeguate mamin of safety 1o protect the public health.

National Secondary Slandards: The levels of alr quafity necessary fo prolect the public wetfare from any keown or anticipated adversa effects of 2 poltutant.

Reference method as described by the USEPA.  An "equivaleni method” of ment may be used, bul must have a “consistent relationship 10 the reference method™ and must be
approved by the LISEPA.

The ARE has identified lead and vinyl chloride as 'loxic air contaminants' with no threshold level of exposure for adverse health effecis determined. These aclions 2liow for the
implementations of control measures ai levels below the ambient concentrations spedfied for these pollutants,

Source: Califarnia Air Resources Board (11/10/06)
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RESPONSES TO COMMENT LETTER RECEIVED FROM CITY OF SANTEE, SIGNED BY GARY
HALBERT P.E,, AICP, DATED APRIL 4, 2008 {LETTER L4} (continusd)

Response to Comment L4-87:

40 CFR 60.755 Subpart WWW, Standards of Performance for Municipal Solid Waste Landfills, requires
landfill operators to monitor quarterly for concentrations in excess of 500 parts per million (ppm) of methane
over the landfilt surface. This regulation is administered by the San Diego Air Pollution Control District
under its Rule 59.1. if levels of methane in excess of 500 ppm are delected, the appiicant assures ihat
adeguate cover thickness is applied in the area detected and repairs cracks, fissures and settiing to reduce
surface emissions or adjusls the vacuum of the adjacent wells to increase the gas collection in the vicinity
of each exceedance. The location is re-monitored within 10 calendar days of detecting the exceedance
and resuils are sent fo the SDAPCD.

The 200 ppm referenced by the commenter appears to be referring to a drall regulation found at:
www arb.ca.qovicclandfils/mestings/032408/drafireqorder03-24-08 pdf (dated March 20, 2008).

The webslle states, “Draft Proposed Regulation Order — For Discussion Purpeses Only — Do Not Cite or
Quole”. This regulation is at the preliminary stages, and the California Air Resources Board (ARB) Is
expecting comments and working with stakehelders. If more stringent ARB regulations go info effect,
Sycamere Landfili will be required to comply, but unlil such a time, it is speculative to conduct CEQA
analysis based on the higher standard,

Response to Comment L4-88:
Methods to ensure that the maximum methane is collected are described in the implementing regulations o
the New Source Perfcrmance Standards for Landfills, Subpar WWW, as described in the EIR.

Response to Comment L4.89;
Page E5-45 of the EIR has been corrected.
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Odor Significance Thresholds

San Diego's paolicy is that “[flor projects propesing placement of sensitive receptors near
a source of odors where there is currently no nearby existing receptors, the
determination of significance should be based cn the distance and frequency at which
odor complaints from the public have occurred in the vicinity of a similar cdor scurce at
another locatien." On Page 4.7-39, the Draft EIR notes that “[ijn 38 cof the 40 months
from September 2003 through January 2007, a total of 41 odor complaints were filed,
an average of approximately one complaint per month, and an approximately 92
percent decrease from complaint levels in 2001 [SDAPCD and BRG Consulting, Ing,
2007]. However, the cccurrence of oder issues with residents of Santee has not been
completely eliminated.” Clearly, the on-going comptaints are a further determinant of
the significance of odor impacts, even under the current baseline. These complaints will
significantly increase given the major increase in dally tonnage limits and waste
capacity that the Project praposes.

Odor Impacts from Greens Processing

Cdors resuiting from greens processing are of particular cencern to Santes because
these have been the primary contributors to odor complaints from Santee residents
living downwind frem the Landfill. Complaints have been reduced after an Odor
Management Plan (created in 2001} was implemented at the Landfill and the greens
processing operation was moved further from downwind residences. The Draft IR
contains mitigation measures 4.7.3a through 4.7.3h, which includes updating the current
Odor Management Plan. However the mitigation measures do not include the
continued implementation of the Odor Management Plan. The Project should
incorporate the existing Odor Management Fian (as discussed on Page 4.7-13),
ingluding the elimination of ground green material storage to avoid stockpiling. Under
CEQA, "[mlitigation measures must be fully enforceable through permit conditions,
agreamaents, or other legally binding instruments.” (Guidelines, § 15126.4, subd. {a)(2).)
Further, the Project should incorporate a mitigaticn measure limiting the location of the
greens processing operation 1o the westerly areas of the Landfill, as opposed to oniy a
verbal commitment made by SLI. Without an enforceable mitigation measure, the
impacts could remaln unmitigated, even though a feasible mitigation measure exists.

Odors Impacts from Composting

On Page 3-7 and 3-30, the Project Description includes composting as a potential future
activity contingent upon further review to determine if additional CEQA analyses and
permits are required. Even if the Draft EIR is intended to function as a program EIR for
future composting operations, it should still adequately examine the impacts of
composting activities. “A program EIR will be most helpful in dealing with subseguent
activities If it deals with the effects of the program as specifically and comprehensively
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Letter L4
{cont'd.)

L4-90

491

1.4-92

RESPONSES TO COMMENT LETTER RECEIVED FROM CITY OF SANTEE, SIGNED BY GARY
HALBERT P.E., AICP, DATED APRIL 4, 2008 {LETTER L4} (continuad)

Response to Comment L4-90:

As stated in the EIR, page 4.7-4%, "Although implementation of Miligation Measures 4.7.3a through 4.7,3f
would substantially reduce the chance of green material and compost operations causing a nuisance, the
potential for future odor incidents cannot be completely eliminzted. Therefore, the impacts asscociated with
the handling of green material and compost must be considered significant and unmitigabla.”

Respanse te Comment L4-91:

The current Oder Management Plan remains in ferce at the facility as a pari of its Solid Waste Facllity
Permit; it has not been superseded. In addition, under MM 4.7.3g, the Plan would be annually updated as
needed in the future lo deal with changing conditions or procedures. It is anticipated that all of the
proposed miligation measures would be made legally enforceabla conditiens of approval by the City of San
Diego. The regular reporting of ador complaints by SLI to the City of Santee, as conlaired in MM 47.3h,
would result in ongoing City of Santee oversight, and would help to ensure that odor problems, once
identifled, are addressed and minimized by SLI.

Section 6.2.4 cof Appendix G (Odor Assessment) discusses the principles of odor minimization at
Composting Operations. The zpplicable elements of these principles would be incorperated inta future
odor impact management plans to minimize cdor impacts from both the green material processing
operalions and future compesting faclity activities, if any are proposed and approved.

Response to Comment L4-92:
See Response to Comment [4-35,
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L]

as possible. * (Guidelines, § 15168, subd. {c)(5).) A program EIR can “[pjrovide en
occasion for a more exhaustive consideration of effects and alternatives than wou!d be
practical In an EIR on an individual action.” {Guidelines, § 15168, subd. (b)(1).)

Defeating the purpose of programmatic review under CEQA, the Craft EIR conducts no
analysis of alr quality or odor impacts from future compeosting activities, which would
clearly be the most critical areas of potential impacts. The discussion of future
composting should be delsted from the Project Description and a mitigation measure
should be identified that composting activities would be prohibited and greens
processing would be limited fo that quaniity needed for daily cover use at the Landfill.

Odor Impacts from Hydrogen Sulfide

Table 4.7-11 shows San Diege's Qdor Recognition Threshold for Hydrogen Sulfide at
.001 ppm with an Cdor Complaint Threshold of .005 ppm. This threshold comes from
San Diego's table as noted in Table 4.7-11's footnotes. All of the values in table 4.7-11
are American Industrial Hygiene Association (“AlHA") values, except for Hydrogen
Suifide for which the author chose to use the CHRIS value. The AIHA valus for
Hydrogen Sulfide would be 00007 ppm with an Cdor Complaint Threshold of .00035
ppm. The Project maximum odcr concentration of Hydrogen Sulfide is .0043605. [t is
inconsistent with CEQA to select a different standard for the one pallutant that would
have a significant impact if the AIHA standard was used, while using the AIHA
standards for all other pollutants.

Odor Impacts from Biosolids

As noted in Section 2.3.1.1 of the Draft £IR, the Landfill is authorized under its existing
SWFP to accept dewatered sewage sludge {biosolids), but to date biosclids have not
been accepted. Under the Master Plan, the Landfill is "considering” accepting biosalids
and combining them with ground-up greens to create an ADC acceptable to the LEA,
which has besn implemented at Otay Landfill for more than two years. Indeed, in
Qctober 2004, SLI and San Diego entered a First Amendment to the Facility Franchise
Agreement extending SLI's rights for a five-year period to collect, fransport, and dispose
of approximately 130,000 Tons of biosolids generated from the Metro Wastewater Plant
each year to the Landfill or the South Bay Landfill.

The Draft EIR relies on the minimal odor complaint history at the Qtay Landfil! from
SDACPD to conclude that the ongoing combination of biosolids and ground greens has
not been a significant source of odors at the Otay Landfill and thus would not result in a
significant odor impact if implemented at the Landfil. There is insufficient data to
suppert this conclusion because, as the Draft EIR recegnizes, odor complaints are
generally received during calm wind conditions when there are no winds to disperse the
odors. The Draft EIR mentions the frequency of calm wind conditions at the Otay
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L4-92
{cont'd.)

L4-93

L4-94

RESPONSES TO COMMENT LETTER RECEIVED FROM CITY OF SANTEE, SIGNED BY GARY
HALBERT P.E., AICP, DATED APRIL 4, 2008 (LEYTER L4) icontinued)

Response to Comment L4-93:

The comment is incerrect, The 0,001 value for ador detection for hydrogen sulfide in Column 7 of Table ‘
4.7-11 s, like the other values, from the AlHA source (see Cily of San Diege Significance Delermination
Thresholds, Table A-4).  Thus, the AIHA standard was used for all pollutants.

Response to Comment L4-94;

The Jandfill is permilted te accept biesclids and has accepted them in the past. Page 3-32 of the Final EIR
has been revised to reflect this fact.  The comment misinterprets the conclusions of the EIR. Although the
EIR provides evidence that, based on realife experience at the Otay Landfill, cdor would not be signiflcant,
the EIR nonetheless concludes that odor impacts are potentially significant and unmiligated, due to the
difference in meteorological conditions between the two siles.
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Landfill and the Miramar Landfill, but it does not address the frequency of calm wind
conditions at the Landfill. The discussion concludes that “[dlespite indications that
bicsclids/ground-up greens ADC likely would not result in substantial odor complaints,
the meteoralogical conditions at the landfill are different from at Otay Landfill, and the
absence of potential future ADC odors at Sycamore cannot be demonstrated.”

This analysis is inadequate as there is no explanation for why comparison between
cdors at the Otay Landfill and the Landiill constitutes a sufficient methodology for
measuring odors from biosalids and establishing significance thrasholds. The Draft EIR
sheuld find an impact from biosolids odor and mitigation measures should be
incarporated into the Project. Otherwise, the Project Description should be clear that
biosolids are not included as part of the Project and will not be permitted.

Mitigation Measures Incorparated into Construction Plans

The mitigation measures for air quality and objectionable odors impacts are tied to
construction permits through notes on grading plans. However, odor impacts will occur
mainly from on-going Landfill operations. Therefore, the notes should be canverted into
mitigation measures imposed on the Project, both during construction and future
operations.

Odor Impacts from Municipal Solid Waste

The EIR discusses potential oder impacts associated with general disposal of MSW at
the Landfili and identifies two measures for addressing these impacts: rapidly burying
highly odorous loads of MSW and minimizing the MSW working face. Howsver, these
activities are not included as mitigation measures. Quantifiabie operating parameters
for these activities should be established and included as mitigation measures.

4,10, HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY

Pump Station

The proposed Final Grading Plan (Figure 3-5) shows a “Proposed Pump Station for Off-
Site Drainage” but this feature is not identified within the Project Description in Chapter
3. This should be included in the Project Description and its impacts should be studied.
Drainage System

The Draft EIR should provide complete details on the, drainage facilities needed to
convey the storm water away from the landfill. On Pages 4.10-22 and 4.10-23, the

storm water run-off drainage system is partially described but locations of the drainage
system as well as the location of the design are rot described. The Draft EIR should
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Letter L4
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|-4-94
{cont'd.)

L4-95

L4-96

L4-97

1.4-98

RESPONSES 7O COMMENT LETTER RECEIVED FROM CITY OF SANTEE, SIGNED BY GARY
HALBERT P.E., AICP, DATED APRIL 4, 2008 (LETTER L4) icontinued)

Response to Comment L4-95;
The comment is incorrect. The odor mitigation measures, which are detailed in the MMRP, are timed to
operations, not grading. See pp. 1.3-48 - 1.3-51 of the EIR. The requirement to comply with and to
implement the listed mitigation measures would be required by the San Diege City Council as part of any
decisicn to approve the Project.

Response to Comment L4-96:

The standard cperating procedures for the landfill, which alsc are defined in the Sycamore Landfill's Odor
Management Plan, address these issues. The compliance with the Odor Management Plan is mitigation
measure MM 4.7.3g.

Response to Comment L4-97:

The Pump Station, which consists of three pumps, is required for the Project because a small watershed on
MCAS Miramar property would contribute run-off 1o the landfill site following local precipitation. The Pump
Station is located within an area previously permitted for disturbance under the Staged Develosment Flan,
by PDP/SDP 40-0765, The Pump Station is part of the drainage system mentioned in page 3-35 of the
EIR, shown in Figures 3-4 and 3-5, and addressed in the Hydrology chapter of the EIR (Ch. 4.10), and in
detail in EIR Appendix P. No additional impacts beyond those addressed in MND 40-0765 would occur as
a result of the Pump Station. Al areas disturbed by the Pump Station and basin are focated within lands
owned by SLI. No impacts would occur to adjacent lands of MCAS Miramar, As shown in Appendix P, the
Pump Station and basin are designed, by regulaticn, to deat with the 100-year storm i this vicinity. The
maximum water level of the pond formed under that condition is 705 AMSL.  This would keep the pond
within SL.1 jands. The pumps at the Pump Station would pump the water from the pond to the access road
and drainage channels on the landfiii as it accumulates in the pend, from where it would flow to the Project
detention basins south of the landfill. Itis part of the surface water management structures listed on page
3-7. On page 3-16 of the EIR, the pump station is further described,

Response to Comment L4-98:
The drainage system is described on p. 3-19 and the location is shown on Figures 3-4 and 3-5. For more
delail, Appendix P of the EIR fitled "Landfdl and Ancillary Facilities Drainage Analysis® contains detailed
designs and calculations for storm waler drainage facilities proposed by the Project. Surface water quality
impacts are reviewed in the EIR in section 4.10.2.2 B, litled "Surface Water Qualily Impacts,” found on
pages 4.10-16 through 4.10-20,
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provide specific details as to the location cf the drainage system, and studied its (cont'd)
con

impacts on water quality.
Hydromedification

On page 4.10-8, the discussion of surface water quantity does not fully address .
hydromedification.  The discussion should indicate whether the post-Project runoff L4_gg
duration will exceed that of the pre-Project envirenmental setting. Hydromadification is
a required element of new construction projects and is a feasible mitigation measure to
address water quality and erosion.

Groundwater Quality

On Page 4.10-25, the Draft EIR indicates that thers will be no impact on ground water L4'1 00
quality or recharge for wells in the viginity of the Project. The Draft EIR should indicate
whether the Padre Dam and Fanita Ranch wells are considered in this groundwater
analysis, and what impacts, if any, may occur to the groundwater extracted from those
wells.

Waste Discharge Requirements

On Page 3-38, the Draft EIR stales that the Landfill must receive revised Waste L4'101
Discharge Requirements (WDRs) and approval from the RWQCB of construction plans
prior to construction of the Project. The WORs include conditions related to design,
construction, and operation of the Landfill, as well as detailed specifications for the
groundwater and surface water monitoring program. This shoukd ba incorporated as a
mitigation measure.

Industrial Activities General Storm Water Parmit / SWPPP

On Page 3-40, the Draft EIR states that the Landfill will continue to be covered by the|] 4-1()2
General Permit for Industrial Storm Water by continuing under the current NOI or under
a revised NQ! for the new Landfill facilities as reguired by the SWRCB. SLi will be
required to file a NOI to be covered by the reissuad General Permit once it is adopted.
This should be incorporated as a mitigation measure.

San Diego County Municipal Storm Water Permit

SLI will also have to obtain a City of San Diego stormwater permit under Section L4-103
43.0304 of the San Diego Municipal Code for construction of the new maintenance
facility, scate facilities, administratlonfoperations facility and asscciated improvements.
The Draft EIR should discuss whether the Project complies with the San Diego County
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RESPONSES TQ COMMENT LETTER RECEIVED FROM CITY OF SANTEE, SIGNED BY GARY
HALBERT P.E., AICP, DATED APRIL 4, 2008 (LETTER L4} (continued)

Response to Comment L4-99:

The post-Project run-off does not exceed the pre-Project run-off, as discussed in the EIR in Section
4.10.2.2 A. Surface Water Quantity Impacts, There, the EIR states in part, "The proposed master plan
developmen? would have a total estimated discharge rate of 869 (565 + 304) cfs, at the SR-52 culvert
downstream from the sedimentaticn basins. This storm water run-off rate does not exceed the 1,163 cfs of
peak storm water that currenly flows from the site to the 5-52 culvert as result of the 100-year, 24-hour
storm event." An extensive detalled analysis of the {actors making up hydromogification can be found in
Appendix P of the EIR and is in targe part the reason for installation of sedimentation basins to limit run-off
volume and control run-off water quality,

Response to Comment L4-100;

As stated on page 4.10-4, section 4.10.1.2 of the EIR, iwo water wells were identified within one mile of the
Sycamore Landfill. Both of these wells were located upgradient of the Sycamore Landfill, howsver, and
therefore would not be affected by the facility, As part of the process of preparing the EIR, Padre Dam was
contacted concerning its wells, and those were included in the EIR's analysis. Fanita Ranch is located
upgradient of the Project; therefere, its groundwater would nol be affected by the Project.

Response to Comment L4-101:
Wasle discharge reguirements and RWQCB approval already are existing regulatory requirements, with
which the facility must comply by law today. Adding it &s a mitigation measure would be superfluous.

Respeonse to Comment L4-102:
The City of San Diego Stormwaler Permit is an existing regulatory requirement and one with which the
facility must comply by law today. Adding it as a mitigation measure would be superfluous.

Response to Comment L4-103:

As the commenter states, the development of the ancillary facilities — the new maintenance facility, scale
facilities, administration/operations facility and associaled improvements — is subject lo the City
Stormwater requirements. The Cily of San Diego in tum is a co-permities of the "CALIFORNIA REGIONAL
WATER QUALITY CONTROL BOARD SAN CIEGO REGION ORDER NO, R9-2007-0001 NPDES NO.
CAS0108758 WASTE DISCHARGE REQUIREMENTS FOR DISCHARGES OF URBAN RUN-OFF FROM
THE MUNICIPAL SEPARATE STORM SEWER SYSTEMS (MSds) DRAINING THE WATERSHEDS OF
THE COUNTY OF SAN DIEGO, THE INCORPORATED CITIES OF SAN DIEGO COUNTY, THE SAN
DIEGC UNIFIED PORT DiSTRICT, AND THE SAN DIEGQ COUNTY REGIONAL AIRPORT AUTHORITY*
adopted January 24, 2007 by the RWQCB. As a resull of this RWQCB order, the City of San Diego
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RESPONSES TO COMMENT LETTER RECEIVED FROM CITY OF SANTEE, SIGNED BY GARY
HALBERT P.E., AICP, DATED APRIL 4, 2008 (LETTER L4) (continusd}

Response to Comment L4-103: jcontd)

adopted its Urban Run-off Managemeni Program {SDURMP). As such, under this program the
construction of the ancillary facilities of the Project would be considered a *Priarity Development Project”
and would be required to implement Low tmpact Development BMPs which would collectively minimize
directly connected impervious areas and promete infiltration. The development of these ancillary facllities
would be subject lo use of low impact development BMPs which are the City equivalent of the measures
found in the County LID Handbock. These are found in the City's Standard Urban Storm Water Mitigation
Plan {SUSMP) and Land Development Manual. The specific LID measures to be used would be a part of
the storm water permitting for this facility.
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Municipal Storm Water Permit (SOCMSWP) (R9-2007-2001) requirements. Under the
SODCMSWP, the Project would be considered a “High Priority" project because the
project lies within 200 feet of an Environmentally Sensitive Area. High Priority projects
are required to implement Low Impact Development (LID), Site Design BMPs, Source
Control BMPs, and Treatment Contrel BMPs. The Draft EIR daes net identify any LID
measures that will be implemented as part of the Project. In addition, the Draft EIR
does not discuss whether the Project complies with the County of San Diego Low
Impact Development Handbook. These issues should be addressed.

5.0, CUMULATIVE IMPACTS

5.2, Cumulative Projects

fn assessing the Project's air quality cumulative impacts, the Draft EIR should include a
discussion of other proposed landfill projects in the County such as the Miramar Landfil)
increase, the Gregory Canyon Landfill, and the Campo Band of Kumeyaay Indians
Landfill, given the significant air emissions produced by landfills,

In addition, if the transmission line portion of the Project would facilitate the ENPEX

project, the Draft EIR should discuss the Project's cumutative impacts in relation to the

proposed ENPEX project located on MCAS Miramar land. In any event, the cumulative

impacts analysis should discuss whether the ENPEX project should be included as a
- cumulative project.

-

5.3.8, Noise

On Page 5-13, the Draft EIR concludes that no projects will be under construction
during the construction of the ancillary facilities for the Landfill. The Draft EiR fails to
explain the basis for its conclusion that the Castlerock project, located southeast of the
Landfill within San Diege, will not be under construction at the same time as the Landfill
ancillary facilities, nor does it consider the Fanita Project.

5.3.7, Air Quality

Impact 5.4 states that odors resulting from the greens recycling operation will add to
odors from other sources in the area. The Draft EIR should identify these other sources
and their potential cumulative impact with the Project to adequately inform the public,
agencies, and decision makers. The Draft EIR should propose feasible mitigation
measures to address their cumulative impacts.

5.3.7.1, Greenhouse Gas (GHG) Emissions / Global Climate Change (GCC)

The Draft EIR fails to adequatsly assess the Project’s potential direct and cumulative
impacts on GCC. State taw (SB 97) is clear that GCC must be analyzed under CEQA,

Page 36 of 43

000156

Letter L4
(cont'd.)

L4-103
(cont'd.)

L4-104

[4-105

L4-106

L4-107

L4-108

RESPONSES TO COMMENT LETTER RECEIVED FROM CITY OF SANTEE, SIGNED BY GARY
HALBERT P.E,, AICP, DATED APRIL 4, 2608 (LETTER L4) (continued)

Respanse to Comment L4-104:

Significant cumulalive air quality effects were identified by comparing Project-related emissions to
screening level thresholds adopted by SDAPCD and South Coast Air Quality Management District
{SCAQMD) (EIR Tables 4.7-2a, 4.7-5b, and 4.7-6 on pages 4.7-22 and 4.7023.) This methodology Is
independent of other Prejects in the County. Therefore, there is no need to Include a discussion of the
cther landfllls or Projects in the County.

Response to Comment L4-105:
The transmission line relocation has no relationship to the propesed ENPEX Project. See Response 1o
Comment L4-43.

Response to Comment L4-106:

Conslruclion noise is governed by the City's noise ordinances, which allows noise up to 75 dBA from 7 a.m.
to 7 p.m., Monday through Saturday, imespective of what other construction is ongoing in the area.
Moreover, the noise to be generated by the ancillary facility construction would not feasibly be loud enough
to combine with noise from construction thousands of feet away in a manner that would create a significant
impact.

Response to Comment L4-107:

Petential sources of odor in the Project vicinity, in addition to the Sycamore Landfill, include the equestrian
area in Mission Trails Regional Park just south of SR-52, the sewer pump station near the intersection of
SR-125 and SR-52, and the sewage treaiment facilities associated with the Santee Lakes. As stated
previously in the EIR, page 4.7-47, "No additional feasible mitigation measures, beyond those that are
already used at the landilli, are known that would mitigate potential odor issues associated with regular
landfill operations to & leve! less than significant. Depending on atmespheric conditions, fandfilt operation
odors may polentially be detected off-site, at times2 There is no other mitigation the landfill could
implement that would reduce cumulative odor impacts and this Project cannaot mitigate for odors from other
sources.”

Response to Comment L4-108:
See Response to Comment L4-15,

2 appendix F4 provides a detailled, quantitative evaluation of GHG emissicns from the bassline and
Preposed Master Plon. i alse discusses alternatives to landfiling, in genaral. In addition, it discusses the use
of the landfil pas as a renewable energy source.
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which would include a direct and cumulative impact analysis. An EIR must discuss
cumulative impacts of a project when the project's incrementat effect is cumulatively
considerable. {Guidelines, § 15130.) *Cumulatively considerable” means the effects of
past projects, the effects of other current projects, and the effects of probable future
projects.” (Guidelines, § 15065, subd. (a).)

On Page 5-18, the Draft EIR acknowledges that “[m]unicipal solid waste landfills are
recognized as a substantial sources of GHMGs, as decomposting waste emits both
carbon dioxide and methane”. Nevertheless, the Draft EIR does not even attempt o
quantify the Project's GHG emissions, analyze the significance of their direct and
cumulative impacts, or adopt feasible mitigation measures in violation of CEQA.

The Draft EIR takes a creative, yet fatally flawed approach, by concluding that the
Praoject will actually have a positive effect with respect to addressing GCC. On Page 5-
19, the DCraft EIR reasons that ‘[blecause sequestration of organic carbon
material... particularly the organic material that is used as aiternative daily cover, the
© GHG emissions from the Sycamore Landfill, on peak year basis, and during the
expansion operating period, are less than zero”. This assertion lacks credibility, The
Draft EIR acknowledges that wasie decomposition is a major source of GHG emissions
and then comes to the conclusion that the fourfold increase in landfill operations wili
result in less than zero GHG emissions. Thus, the Draft EIR seems to conclude that the
answer to global warming is to create more waste.

The Draft EIR does not even attempt to quantify the Project's direct or cumulative
contribution to GHGs. On Page 5-20, the Draft EIR reascns that CARB has not
developed “de minimis” criteria establishing the level of GHG emissions that would be
subject to emissions reduction measures and- that the State has not developed a
“significance threshold” by which an agency can detemine whether cr not impacts from
GHG emissicns from a particular proposed project are significant.  Based on this
rationale, the analysis concluded that “the mest conservative approach is to conclude
that any incremental contribution to tha emissions of GHGs is considerad cumulativaly
significant in inducing climate change." And yet the Draft EIR proposes no new
mitigation measures to address GHG. The Project will rely on San Diego’s recycling
efforts, compliance with State regutations, standard vehicle maintenance, and the on-
going power generation operation gn-site. The Draft EIR reaches this less than zero
GHG emissions conclusion hecause it fails to compare the Project's emissions to the
environmental setting. Rather, it compares the increment between the Project's impacts
to a hypothetical future state of the No Project alternative. Recent studies have
indicated that GHG emissions from the landfill are substantially higher than prior
estimates. In other words, the Project's actual GHG emissicns must be analyzed, as

' opposed 1o a plan to plan analysis.
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The GCC znalysis disregards the purpose of CEQA to adeguately inform the public,
decision makers, and interested agencies of the Project's impacts. The Draft EIR
cannot simply take the "trash has to go somewhere” approach while dismissing the
Project's impacts. The Project’s environmental analysis must be site specific. The
quantitative analysis of the generation of CO; through power production and flaring of
LFG needs to be included in the Draft EIR, i.e., avoidanca of the buring of fossil fuels
at some cther power plant may be the basis of the finding, but it does not discount the
need to provide appropriate CEQA review. CEQA requires analysis, disclosure, and
mitigation of significant environmental impacts of a Project. The effects must be
analyzed and disclosed if they are reasonably foreseeable. (CEQA Guidelines, §§
15144, 15145.) Indeed, the Attorney General has sent comment letters to over
nineteen jurisdictions regarding their failure to consider and mitigate global warming
impacts.

Even if a. project complies with established lacal, state, or federal GHG emissions
standards or requirements, this does ncot, in and of itself, relieva a lead agency from
analyzing whether there is independent, substantial evidence that the project will have a
significant impact under CEQA. Although local, state, or federal standards may not
have definitively established thresholds for measuring a project's ceontributicn to GHGs,
CEQA does not define significant impacts simply in terms of whether a project would
vioiate the law. (Berkeley Jets, 81 Cal.App.4th at p,1380.) An ironclad definition of
significant effect is not always possible because the significance of an activity may vary
with the setting. (lbid.) For example, an activity which may not be significant in an
urban area may be significant in a rural area.” (Id. at pp. 1380-81, citing Guidelines, §

" 15064, subd. (b).) Thus, lead agencies must establish GHG threshalds in the absence
of clear regulatory direction given that there is sound scientific basis for doing so, which
the Draft EIR concedes (See Page 5-18).

Thus, the analysis of the Project’s impacts on GCC should define GHGs emitted from
the Project (i.e., carbon dioxide, methane, and nitrous oxide) and their sources. In fact,
on Page 4.7-41, the air quality analysis (in discussing odors generated by the Landfill
operations) states that individual compounds were measured from current emissions
and were compared with the amount of Yandfilt gas generated in order to determine the
amount of released odorous compounds generated from the anaerobic processes at the
Landfill. The analysis states that EPA’s “LandGEM" Landfill Gas Generation Model was
used to estimate the amount of Landfill gas generated at standard conditicns as a result
of the Landfill expansion. Details of the procedures and calculations used to determine
the armount of emission are provided in Appendix D of the Odor Assessment. And yet,
the Draft EIR fails to explain why it could not take this emission data and quantify GHG
emissions within the context of global warming. The analysis needs to be redone with
the correct cubic trash tonnages in the context of global warming impacts.

Page 38 of 43

000158

L4-108
{cont'd.)

Sycamore Landfill Master Plan Final EIR

RTC-153

Sepiember 2008


http://Cal.App.4th

Comment

Sycamore Landfill
Project NOg5617
SCH N©.2003P4]057-
City'of San Digge
April 4, 2008

Once the Project’'s GHGs emissions are established, the analysis should make a good
faith effort to put forth as much information that exists regarding thresholds for
comparison, rather than simply conciuding the Project wiil have a significant impact.
The Draft EIR should analyze whether the Project is consistent with proposed
regulations to implement AB 32 as well as San Diego's Climate Action Plan. For
example, it should discuss whether the Project is consistent with CARB's Draft
Propased Regulation Crder for Methane Emissions from Municipal Solid Waste Landfills
and whether the Landfill would be subject to the proposed gas collection and control
system requirements in that order. The Draft EIR should also discuss whether the
Project is consistent with the energy conservation measures found in Appendix £ of the
CEQA Guidelines.

Once the Project's GHG emission impacts are established, feasible mitigation measures
must be incorporated into the Project such as use of renewable energy sources (in
addition to the cogeneration facility), energy conservation measures, planting
vegetation, vehlicle trip reduction, waste reduction/reclamation, and compliance with
ARB and Climate Action Team GHG emission reduction strategies (See also the
Attorney General List of mitigation measures at
http:/fag.ca.gov/globalwarming/pdi/GW_mitigation_measures.pdf).

The Landfill is one of only five landfills in the County that accepts MSW. The Project will
result in a significant expansion of its disposal capacity. To defer analysis and
mitigaticn of GCC impacts to the future based cn the premise that local, state, and
federal regulatory bodies are in the process of establishing thresholds defeats CEQA

and the state and nationwide effort to drastically curb GHG emissicns.

3

7.0, Effects Found Not to Be Significant

Public Services

A Public Services Section should be added to the Draft EIR {under Chapter 4 if the
impacts could be considered significant) that considers the Project’s impacts an Fire
and Emergency Services, as further discussed above under Environmental Setting.
San Diego must have the fire and emergency services capacity to serve the Project —
i.e., it cannot rely on Santee providing those services. The Draft EIR should adequately
analyze the impacts of San Diego's ability to service the Project within the required
initial response times (no more than six minutes for fire and eight minutes for paramedic
. services). If the response time from Station 34 to the Project site is estimated to be 8.3
minutes and Station 34 does not have the ability to respond to a full first alarm
assignment, then the Draft EIR should find that the Project will have a significant impact
on Pubiic Services. San Diego must either adopt feasible mitigation measures {such as

a new service station or aid agreement with another jurisdiction) or overriding
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RESPONSES TO COMMENT LETTER RECEIVED FROM CITY OF SANTEE, SIGNED BY GARY
HALBERT P.E., AICP, DATED APRIL 4, 2008 (LETTER L4) (continuad)

Response to Cemment L4-109:

In accordance with Sections 15126.2(a) and 15362 of the CEQA Guidelines, impacts related to public
services are evaluated in light of whether the impact would result in a physical change in the environment
(i.e., resultin the need for a new pelice or fire station). Emergency response limes, equipment and staffing
are areas of great concemn to the City; however, they are not physical changes in the environment, and
therefore, are not analyzed in this EIR. While not a CEQA issue, emergency service issues are included as
part of the permit findings that need to be mada for the associated development permits, Information
regarding these service levels is provided so that the City Council can make their decisions about whether
to approve or deny the project, with a full understanding of the project’s effect on these public services.
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consideratiens. Relying an the possibility of a “future” contract with Santee to provide
fire services to the Landfil is insufficient. "Mitigation measures must be fully
enforceable through parmit conditions, agresments, or other legally binding
instruments.” (Guidelines, § 15126.4, subd. {a)(2).).

7.4, Energy

The Draft EIR notes that because each cubic yard of excavated material can be
replaced with up to four cubic yards of waste material, the Project is efficient refative to
excavation energy usa. This is irrelevant o efficient energy usage. The Draft EIR
needs to identify those measures that will be taken to ensure that the on-site excavation
and dispasal activities will ba conducted in an energy efficient manner.

7.6, Human Health/Publle Safety/Hazardous Materials

This Section should include a discussion of the health and safety impacts associated
with litter blowing from the waste trucks along State Route 52 and entering and exiting
the sits. As discussed above, a detailed off-site litter control program should be
developed and addressed within the Draft EIR in order to mitigate the Project's impact
on Santee. i

8.0, ALTERNATIVES

8.2, Alternatives Consldered But Rejected

“An EIR shall describe a range of reascnable alternatives to the project, or o the
location of the project, which would feasibly attain most of the basic objectives of the
project but would avoid or substantially lessen any of the significant effects of the
project, and evaluate the comparative merits of the altematives. (Guidelines, §
15126.6, subd. (a).) Further, an EIR “must censider a reasonable range of potentially
feasible alternatives that will foster informed decision-making and public participation”.
(lbid.} *The range cf alternatives required in an EIR is governad by the ‘rule of reason’
that requires the EIR to set farth only those alternatives necessary to permit a reasoned
cholce.” (Guidelines, § 15126.6, subd. {f).)

Accordingly, the Draft EIR should consider in detail a project altarnative that reduces the
footprint and the height of the Landfill expansion. Although this project alternative would
decrease the in-County solid waste disposal capacity, In comparison to the Project, it
would still fulfill a significant portion of San Diego's need for long term waste disposal in
a centralized location. A reduced footprint and height alternative would lessen visual,
noise, and biological impacts as well as long-term traffic and noise impacts. This
Project alternative would attain the basic cbjectives of the Project while avoiding or
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L4-110

L4-111

L4-112

RESPONSES TO COMMENT LETTER RECEIVED FROM CITY OF SANTEE, SIGNED BY GARY
HALBERT P.E., AICP, DATED APRIL 4, 2008 (LETTER L4} (continua)

Response to Comment L4-110:

Excavation and disposal activity for the Project would be conducted in an efficient manner, to reduce fugl
consumption and thereby cost. Equipment would be subject to regutar preventative maintenance programs
to enhance performance and reduce fuel usage.

Respense to Comment L4111:
See Response to Comment L4-14 regarding litter.

Response to Comment L4-112:

The EIR contains a reasonable range of allernatives. The EIR does consider a reduced-footprint
alternative (EIR Section B.4), and a reduced height aliernative {EIR Section 8.7). Although the reduced
height alternative would lessen visual impacts, it would not reduce the impact to below a level of
significance. The reduced foatprint alternative would reduce potential biological impacts, but the biological
impacts of the Project design can be mitigated to below a leve! of significance through other means.
Patential noise impacts of the Praject as designed would be mitigated below a level of significance through
various mitigation measures, so such alternatives would have minimal effect on such impacis. Finally,
reduction in landfili footprint or height would not reduce potential traffic impacts, unless other changes were
incorporated. Moreover, those alternatives would not fulfill as many of the Project cbjectives as would ke
met by the preferred Project, nor would they meet the Project objectives as fully as they are met by the
preferred Projecl.
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substantially lessening many of the envircnmental effects that the Project considers
significant and unmitigable.

]L4-1 12
{cont'd.)

The alternatives analysis should also consider in detail a project alternative that reduces
the daiiy tennage timits from those proposed in the Project. Such a project would avoid L4-1 1 3
or reduce significant, unmitigable traffic, odor and air quality impacts. This reduction in

daily operations would not decrease the ultimate capacity of the Landfill and would have
the additional benefit of increasing the lifaspan of the Landfill. This longer lifespan
would enable residents and businesses In surrounding communities to dispose of their
municipal wasta locally, reducing environmental impacts related to longer hauls of
municipal waste. The alternatives analysis should consider re-visiting the County's solid
waste capacity needs once San Dlego determines whether the Gregory Landfill wil
proceed. Based on the figures in the Executive Summary, the Landfil does not
necessarily need to be expanded to the extent propased in the Master Plan in order to
achieve the City's goal to extend the life of the County-wide landfil system.
Nevertheless, the Draft EIR should also discuss in detail what the environmental,
economic, regulatory, and other impacts of expodting solid waste 1o other jurisdictions
would be to better inform the public, agencies, and decision makers on alternatives to
the Preject.

Further, alternative project locations should be considered in an alternatives analysis if L4 1 14
they would lessen the significant effects of the proposed project and the alternative b
locations are feasible. {Guidelines, § 15126.6, subd. ({2).) Page ES-1 acknowiedges
" that a new landfill Is being proposed in North County known as Gregory Canyon Landfill.
On Page SE 42 of the CIWMP's Countywide Siting Element, the Gregory Canyon
Landfill is described as a “proposed new landfill”. According to the Siting Element, the
County LEA recently reviewed and certified the EIR for Gregory landfill but it “remains
uncertain because of opposition to the facility by concerned municipalities.” With the
approval of the Project and Gregory Canyon Landfill, the County would have
approximately 20 years of solid waste disposal capacity, 5 years more than is required
by Galifornia laws and regulations agcording to the Draft EIR at Page ES-1. )t appears
that the approval of Gregory Canyon wauld allow for approximately four additional years
of solid waste disposal capacity within the County. The alternatives analysls should
discuss the specifics of the Gregory Canyon project in further detail and how it alleviates
the need to expand the Landfiil.

The alternatives analysis should also consider the proposed increase in height to L4 115
extend the service life of the Miramar Landfill ang Campo Band of Kumeyaay Indians -

Landfill in assessing the need for the expansion of the Landfill. The Draft EIR needs to
explain these proposals in detail and their liketihood of materializing. It should evaluate
whether these projects satisfy the project siting criteria in Chapter 5 of the CIWMP's
Countywide Siting Element. The Draft EIR should also explain whether any other
proposals for new or expanded facilittes not currently appearing in the Siting Element
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RESPONSES TO COMMENT LETTER RECEIVED FROM CITY OF SANTEE, SIGNED BY GARY
HALBERT P.E., AICP, DATED APRIL 4, 2008 {LETTER L4) icontinued)

Response to Comment L4-113:

See Response to Comment L4-5. (n addition, the EIR was nat required to analyze an alternalive that
exporls waste out of the County because such an alternative would be speculative, have as great or
greater impact than would the Preject, and is not proposed by the applicant.

Response to Comment L4-114:
See Respanse to Comment L4-4.

Response to Comment L4-115:
See Respeonse 1o Comment L4-5,
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have been submitied to the County Depantment of Public Works for an amendment {o L4-‘| 1 5

the Siting Element and whether these potential projects could alleviate the need io
expand the Landfill and daily tonnage increases to the extent proposed by the Projact.

8.8, Original Proposed Landfill Design

{cont'd.)

This section discusses the originally propased Landfill design, which would be 95'||4-116

higher than the Master Plan. This aiternative would have greater, significant landform
alteration/visural quality, air quality, traffic, and noise impacts than the Master Plan.
Because CEQA requires that “alternatives shall be limited to ones that would avoid or
substantially lessen any of the significant effects of the preoject” (Guidelines, § 15126.6,
subd. (), it is inappropriate for the Drafl EIR to include a project alternative with greater
environmental impacts than the Master Plan. This sectlon must be deletad.

RECIRCULATION OF ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT

A lead agency must re-circulate an EIR when significant new information is added to the

EIR after public notice is given of the availability of the Draft EIR for public review but)] 4.117

before certification. (Guidelines, § 15088.5, subd. (2).) “Information” includes changes
in the project description or envircnmental setting as welt as additional data or other
information. (lkid.) The public must have a meaningful opportunity to comment on
significant pew information indicating that the project may have a substaniial
enwircnmentai impact or the existence of a meaningful mitigation measure that the
project proponent has declined to adopt. (lbid.) Applied here, the Draft EIR's Project
Description and Envirgnmental Setting (i.e., environmental baseline); visual, traffic,
noise, alr quality, odor, and hydrology impact analysls; cumulative Irmpact analysis
{particularly global warming impacts), and alternatives analysis are fatally flawed. In
addition, the Draft EIR fails to Incorporate numerous feasible mitigation measures that
would reduce significant Project impacts. Thus, the entire EIR prepared for the Project
must be re-circulated to comply with CEQA.

CONCLUSION

Santee urges the City to diligently consider alf of the Project's potential environmental L4-1 18

impacts discussed above, as well as any others raised during this comment period, to
evaluate whether it should approve the Project. CEQA does not authorize an agency to
proceed with a project that will have significant, unmitlgated effects on the environment,
based simply on a weighing of those effects against the project's benefits, unless the
measures necessary to mitigate those effects are truly infeasible. (City of Marina v.
Board of Trustess of the Californ’a State University, 39 Cal.4th at pp. 368-369; see also
Pub. Resaurces Code, § 21081, subd. (a} and Guidelines, § 15091, subd. (a}.)
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RESPONSES TO COMMENT LETTER REGEIVED FROM CITY OF SANTEE, SIGNED BY GARY
HALBERT P.E., AICP, DATED APRIL 4, 2008 (LETTER L4} teontinted)

Response to Comment L4-116:

An EIR shell describe a range of reasonable alternatives to the Project, or to the location of the Project,
which would feasibly attaln most of ihe basic objectives of the Project, but would avold or substantially
lessen any of the significant effecls of the Project, and evaluate the comparative merits of the alternalives.
An EiR need nol consider every conceivable alternative to a Project. Rather it must consider a reasonable
range of potentially feasible alternatives that would foster informed decision-making and public
participation. The lead agency is responsible for sefecting a range of Project allernatives for examination
and must publicly disclose its reasoning for selecting those alternatives. There is na ironclad rule goverming
the nalure or scope of the alternatives to be discussed other than the rule of reason, See Cllizens of
Goleta Valley v. Board of Supervisors {1990) 52 Cal.3d 553; ses also Laurel Hoeights Improvement
Association v. Regants of the Universily of California {1988) 47 Cal.3d 376.

The range of allernatives required in an EIR is governed by a "rule of reason” that requires the EIR o sel
forth only those alternatives necessary tc permit a reasoned choice, The alternatives shall be timited to
ones that woulkd avoid or substantially lessen any of the significant effects of the Project. Of thoss
alternatives, the EIR need examine in detail only the cnes that the Iead agency determines could feasibly
attain most of the basic objectives of the Project. The range of leasible alternatives shall be selected and
discussed in a manner to foster meaningful public participation and informed decision making.

The comment fails te note that the impacts from a landfill that has increased capacity actually may be
significantly less, region-wide, at least insofar as traffic, air quality and similar impacts are concemed. That
is because by moving the taller landfill to the alternatives section at the request of the City of Santee, the
reduction in capacity that is a result of that agreement with Santee means that the centrally located

_Sycamore Landiill would not be able to contain as much wasle as it could have contained had it continued

with the criginal Project. As a result, the City of San Diego would have to site another landfill sooner than it
otherwise would have to do. Moreover, It is difficult to find a localion that is as centrally located as
Sycamore, and thus one can anticipate that the alternative actually reduces long-term traffic and air quality
impacts by reducing the length of trips required of the trash frucks cnce the Sycamore Landfill in its
reduced height design runs out of capacity. For example, as explained in Seclion 8.8.4, the 1,145' AMSL
Aliernative would defer additicnal regional vehicle mileage, traffic and air quality impacts associated with
diversion of solid waste from the Sycamore sile 1o another, more distant disposat site, for an additional four
years or more, This also is explained in Section 8.8.7 of the EIR, which discloses that, from regional
perspective, waste vehicle haul emissions would be less than those generated by the Master Plan for the
last four years of life of the Alternativa. Also, the greater capacily of this allernative would reduce the
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Comment

Sycamore Landfill

Project NO. 5617 Letter L4
SCH NO. 2003041057 : (contd.)
City of Saleeg.J

April 4, 2008

Santee plans to work with San Diego in analyzing and discussing mitigation measures

and alternatives to the Project that will meet San Diego's needs for solid waste disposal L4'1 1 8
while protecting Santee's environment, Saniee reserves the right to raise additional (cont'd.)
concerns as more information about the Froject is released to the public.

Santee has requested in writing that San Diego keep Santee informed ona continual
basis regarding anything related to the environmental review of the Project,

Sincerely,

L AICP
Manager/Development Services Director

Cc.  Santee City Council
Keith Till, City Manager
Shawn Hagerty, City Attornsy
Meilanie Kush, City Planner, AICP
Jash McMurray, Associate Planner
Minje Mei, Principal Traffic Engineer
Elmer Heap, Deputy Chief Operating Cfficer
Kelly Broughton, City of San Diego, Director of Devetopment Services
Rebecca LaFreniere, Solid Waste Local Enforcement Agency
Neil Mohr, San Diego Landfill Systems
BRG Consulting, Inc., 304 Ivy Street, San Diego, CA 92101

Page 43 of 43
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RESPONSES TO COMMENT LETTER RECEIVED FROM CITY OF SANTEE, SIGNED BY GARY
HALBERT P.E., AICP, DATED APRIL 4, 2008 (LETTER L4} {conlinued)

Response to Comment L4-116: (cont'd}
anticipated greenhouse gasses (GHGs) associated with finding and operating another landfill site within
San Ciego County after closure of the Project.

Response to Comment L4-117;

The comment does nol point to any new infarmaticn in the EIR that would constitute significant new
information. There has been no information added to the EIR that would deprive the public of a meaningful
opportunity to comment on substantiat adverse Project impacts or feasible mitigation measures or
alternatives not adopted. None of the informalicn added to the EIR is significant, nor does any of it show
any new, substantial environmental impact resulting from the Project or any mitigation measures, Similacly,
none of the new information shows any substantial increase in the severity of any environmental impact,
nor does any of the new information evidence a feasible alternative or mitigation measure considerably
different than that considered in the EIR that clearly would lessen the environmental impacts and that SLI
has declined to adopl. See Laure! Heights Improvement Ass'n v. Regents of Univ. of Cal. {Laurel Helghls
i) (1993) 6 Cal. 4% 1112; 14 Cal. Code Regs. § 15088.5(a) (recirculation is not required whensver any
arguably significant information is included in the EIR); Cadiz Land Co. v. Rail Cycle (2000) 83 Cal, App. 4t
74, 97 (expert's challenge to the conclusions on a subject already evaluated in the EIR doas not require
recirculation); Marin Mun. Water Dist, v. KG Land Cal. Corp. {1991} 235 Cal. App. 3d 1652 (Changes that
merely clarify, ampiify, cr make insignificant medifications to the EIR do not trigger resirculation).

Response to Comment L4-118:

Comment noted, As required under CEQA Guidelines Secticn 15043 and 15093(a) the decision maker, in
this case the San Diego City Council, must consider the EIR ang should the decision maker certify the EIR
and approve a Project with significant unmitigable impacts, findings and overriding conslderations must be
made (Section 15093).
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Comment
Letter L5

'“E'S*antee School District

SCIHIOLS)

Cajou Pak

Cartion 1Hlls
Cali Gk
Chet F. Tharvil
Wil Creck e
Fepper Lidve s

e 4 E. Shearer-Nguyen Avk /,/

Environmentai Planner

City of 8an Diego D pagnend e
Development Services Center

1222 First Avenue, MS 501

San Diego, CA 92101

July 21, 2008

Hier SeLo
Spcanhai £angn

Alicinative

St ess iagran

Subject: Sycamore Landfill Master Plan Draft Environmental Impact Raport

Dear Ms. Shearer-Nguyen:

The purpose of this lelter is to express tha Santee School District's (“District’)
concerns regarding the proposed expansicon of the Sycamore Landfiil,

Although the District has not previously responded to the public notice regarding
the Draft Environmenta! Impact Report (“EIR"), and we realize that the statutory
deadiine has passed for the District to provide forma! comment, this lstter is
offered in the spirit of communicating the District's concerns to the City of San
Diego. We hope that the City will serlously consider the concerns expressed in
this lefter and expand the review of the environmental Impacts prior to the
certification of the final EIR to Include the Santea Schoci District, Its students,
and the staff it serves.

The City is obligated under CEQA to consider all of the environmental impacts to
schools In close proximity of the proposed project. This has yet to be done, so
the District respectiully requests the study be expanded in its review to include
these impacis on the affected schools prior to the EIR being finalized.

The Santee Schoot District serves 6,130 students In grades K-8 by operating
nine school campuses and a district administrativa office complax in the City of
Santee, porions of the Cities of El Cajon and San Diege, and in the
unincarporated area of the County of San Diego.

The District operates the fcllowing schools within close proximity to the
Sycamore Landfill:

1. Carlton Caks Elementary School, within .56 of a mile,
2. Carlton Hills Elementary School, within 1.63 miles,
3. Sycamore Canyon Elementary Scheol, within 1.71 miles.

L5-1

L5-2

L5-3

L5-4

L5-5

BOARD OF EDUCATION - Dan Bartholomew, Dustin Bums, Allen Carlisle, Dianne E-I3njj, Barbara Ryan

DISTRICT SUPERINTENDENT + Lisbeth Jalnson, Ed.D.

9625 Cuyamaca Street - Saniee, California 92071-2674 - (619} 258-2300

000164

RESPONSES TO COMMENT LETTER RECEIVED FROM SANTEE SCHOOL DISTRICT, SIGNED BY
LISBETH A, JOHNSON, Ed.D, CATED JULY 21, 2008 {LETTERLS)

Responses to GComment L5-1:
Comment noted.

Respense to Comment L5-2:
The EIR has considered all potentially significant impacts of the project, including any impacts that would
impact the Santee School District, iis students or its staff.

Response to Comment L.5-3:
See Response to Comment L5-2..

Responses to Gomment |.5-4:
Comment noted.

Responses to Comment LS-5:

It appears that the distances listed for the three schools are based on the distance o the landfill entrance,
at Mast Blvd. and West Hills Parkway. Also relevant are the disfances 1o the nearest ecge of the landfill
operations area, located approximately one mile north of the entrance. Applicable distances from each of
the listed schoois to the operations area are 1.3 milesi.7 miles/4.3 miles, respectively. The impatts of the
project to these schools was analyzed as part of fhe EIR.
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E. Shearer-Nguyan
-« City of San D*ago
4 & Sycantro Lahalil Master Plan DEIR

‘wPygeTva d 0 g

Based upon the close proximity of the proposed project to some of our schools,
it is the District's obligation o its students, staff, and parents to ralse the following
-concemns regarding the apparent unmitigated impacis of the expansion of the
Sycamare Landfill, Including:

Increased noise
Detericration of air quality
- Visual impacts
Increased presence of odors
Increased litter
Increased safety concerns in terms of all of the abave

* & 8 8 & @

It Is highly recommended that the City of San Diego work closely with the Santee
Scheol District, its staff and consultants fo identify the significant potential health
and safety impacts of this project on the District's schacls, as well as, effactive
mitigation measures to reduce those impacts 1o below lavels of significance.
Sincerely,

SHeatet 4 Ot
Lisbeth A. Jolfison, Ed.D, -

Superintendent

LAJ:EH:ea

0001635

Comment .

Letter L5
{contd.)

L5-6

L5-7

RESPONSES TO COMMENT LETTER RECEIVED FROM SANTEE SCHOGL DISTRICT, SIGNED BY
LISBETH A. JOHNSON, Ed.D, DATED JULY 21, 2008 {LETTER L5) {continuad)

Response to Comment L5-6:

Fach topic listed by the comment lelter has been addressed in the EIR, and miligation measures have
been proposed for them all. Those mitigation measures are Included as part of the MMRP. For example,
the EIR includes & noise analysis in Section 4.6. )t addressed polential ncise impacts associated with
landfill cperations within the site, vehicular noise impacts to properlies adjacent to the landfill access road,
and potential vehicular noise related to residential areas near the landfill entrance. As a resuil of planned
noiselvisual barrier berms between landfill operations and the landfill site boundaries, noise levels at those
boundarles would be 60 dBA Leq or less {Table 4.6-4}, Landfill operations noise levels at Santes
residential areas located more than 4,000 feet (0.75 mile) from the site boundaries were calculated to
diminish 1o 22-42 dBA Leq, depending on the distance (Gerdon Bricken, 8/21/08). Therefore, landfil

operational noise at the school siles listed by the commenter, located from 1.1 1o 1.7 miles from the landfil

operations area, would be far less, and far below any applicable criterion of significance. The same is true
of projected neise from waste trucks turning into the landfill entrance. Noise levels from 57 trucks per hour
bringing MSW to the {andfill in the middle of the night would be 58.5 dBA CNEL at the nearest homes,
lccated approximately 250 feet from the landfill entrance (Table 4.8-8), This is below the 60 dBA CNEL
criterion of significance for transpertation noise used by the City of Sanfee. At the distances of the schools,
located 11.8 fo 36.1 times as far, the noise levels would be undetectable, All potentially significant noise
impacts have been fully mitigated.

Air' Quality also was addressed in the EIR, in Section 4.7 and Section 5. Impacts to sensitive receptors,
including Santee schools, were evaluated and mitigated to the extent feasible, iikewise, visual Impacts
were addressed, in Section 4.2 and Section 5 of the EIR. Given the nature of the facllity, grading more
than 2,000 cubic yards per acre is unavoidable and thus there is no feasible way in which to mitigate for
landform alternation impacts; as a result, the EIR considers the impacts to be significant and unmitigated.
However, visual impacts of the Project would be reduced to the extent possible through the use of slopes
and contours that are consistent with the nearby landforms, through the use of mulch on newly graded
surfaces, through the use of nalive species of plants to revegetate the graded areas, and through the use
of berms to block cutside views of landfill operations and machinery. Feasible mitigation for lessening
{mpacts to visual guality on the Santee School District have been reguired as part of the project, including
censtruction of a berm made solely of soil and rock on the eastern side of the landfill, to block views of the
warking face from Santee viewpoints.

QOdors were addressed in Section 4.7.3 of the EIR. Based on analysis In that section, and information in
the Technical Appendix on odor, Appendix G, grinding of greens materials, then leaving the mulch in a pile
io decompose anaerobically (without air), resufleg in odor complaints years ago when green wasle first
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RESPONSES TO COMMENT LETTER RECEIVED FROM SANTEE SCHOOL DISTRICT, SIGNED BY
LISBETH A. JOHNSON, Ed.[, DATED JULY 21, 2008 {LETTER L5} (continved)

Response to Comment L5-6: (cont'd)

applicant changed its practices in order to minimize the odors, and, since the implementation of new
procedures for handling mulch at the landfill in Juty 2003, complaints filed have diminished to an average of
less than one per month. The landfill will continue to monitor odors, and implement test practices to aveoid
odor complaints, but, given the variability of weather conditions, it is expected that occasional odor
episodes will occur. The Odor Management Plan would continue with approval of the project.

As discussed in Response lo Comment L4-14, the project would keep in place the current lifter-
minimization procedures, inciuding use of temporary litter fences place'd along the rim of the top deck and
the access road 1o intercept blowing debris during windy periods. Portable litter fances are used by St
near the aclive working face. SL!is required to control litter around the facility and on-site by CIWMB
regulation 27 CCR Section 20830 as described in Section 2.3.1.7 H - Litter Control. These reguiations
state that the facifity shall *prevent the accumulation, or off-site migration, of litter in quantities that create a
nuisance or cause other problems, * In addilion, Section 5.3 (J) of the Facility Franchise Agreement
requires the landfill to take measures to maintain roads and streets within a one (1) mile radius surrounding
the landfill free frem iilter from the operations of the landfill. Control and collection of litter around the
facility leads to capture of these materials before they can accumulate in significant quantities that could
negatively impact surface water, off-site streets or other portions of the environment. The landfill currently
employs |aborers to collect on-site and off-site litter, and hires additional temporary labor as necessary to
collect litter on windy days. Te discourage generalion of off-site litter, the facility rejects any open loads
that are not tarped, and provides a place at the active landfill disposal face for drivers to sweep out and
clean their vehicles prior to leaving the site to minimize litter from recently emptied trucks. The landfill also
minimizes the areas of exposed waste. These praclices, and others described in EIR section 2.3.1.7,
would continue with the expanded facility. The facility has net received a viclation fer litter since the landfill
was purchased by SLIin 1997, therefore, the EIR concludes there would be no significant impact to streets
in Santee, or other off-site streets or surface waters, from [iiter,

Safely issues were addressed throughout, including as part of the traffic analysis, found in EIR Section
4.44.2. No significant safety issues were identified. Furihermore, the Preject would result in traffic
Increases along Mast Boulevard and West Hiis Parkway of less than one percent, compared with landfil
operations under the existing permit. The only [andfill-related traffic expected to use those rcadways would
be garbage trucks picking up MSW from residential areas and businesses in Santee, and the home-to-work
trips of landfill workers who are residents of Santee, Potential project health impacts are addressed In EIR

Sycamore Lancfill Master Plan Final EIR

RIC-151

September 2008



000167

RESPONSES TO COMMENT LETTER RECEIVED FROM SANTEE SCHOOL DISTRICT, SIGNED BY
LISBETH A, JOHNSON, Ed.D, DATED JULY 21,2008 (LETTER L5) (continuad)

Response to Comment L5-6: {cont'e)

Section 4.7.2.2 A, Health Risk Assessment (summary), and in EiR Appendix F1 {in detail). The risks of
Project-related cancer, acule of chronic hazard indices were found to be well below the significance criteria
used in these analyses. ‘

Response to Comment L5-7;

The EIR has disclosed all potentially significant impacts of the project, including any impacts to the Santee
School District, and the project has been cenditioned to implement all feasible mitigation measures. These
measures will be implemented through the MMRP,
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Comment
Letter Q1

Fromy, RicAnthony@aol.com [mailto:RicAnthony@aol.com]

Sent: Mond'ay;Ma;ch 17, 2008 4:33 PM

To: Tempid, Jeannette

Subject: Subject: CAC Questions for the Miramar and Sycamore Landfill Expansion EIR

Citizen Advisory Committee, Local Task Force, San Diego County Integrated
Waste Management

March 17, 2008
To: Jeanette Temple, Development Services Department

From: Richard Anthony, San Diego County Citizen Advisory Committee Local
Task Force Integrated Waste Management

Subject: Miramar and Sycamore Landfill Expansion Environmental Impact Reports.

The CAC made up of stake-hclders in the resource management industry, have been
advocating zero waste programs that will extend the life of existing tandfills and reducs
green house gases, We support the expansion of these two landfills with the following
caveats,

1. We want the EIR and the expansion plan to include available drop off areas
(Resource Recovery Park) for self hauled source separated materials in all the
12 master categorles of marketable materials (reuse, paper, metal, glass,
polymers, putresibles, yard debrls ,scil, ceramics, textiles wood and chemicals)
or know why not.

2. We want to phase out compostable materials from the landfill and direct this
material back to the soil. This is half of what we a burying and the genesis of -
methane gas and landfill leachate. It has a better use as soil far our agricuitural
crops. Thus we want to see compasting as part of this expansion project or
know why not.

Developing programs that will result in turning discarded resources into engoing
revenue streams makes a lot of sense economically and socially, and is the most logical
way 1o extend the life of Miramar and Sycamore Landfill. The regions environment and
economy stand much to gain from this strategy.

Richard Anthony, Chair

San Diego County Integrated Waste Management Local Task Force, Citizen Advisory
Committee
Ricanthory@aol.com

RichardAnthonyAssoclates.com
San Diego, California

000168

Q1-1

Q1-2

Q1-3

RESPONSES TO COMMENT LETTER REGEIVED CiTIZENS ADVISORY COMMITTEE LOCAL TASK
FORCE INTEGRATED WASTE MANAGEMENT, SIGNED BY RICHARD ANTHONY, DATED MARCH 17,
2008 (LETTER Q1)

Response to Comment Q1-1:

A public drop-off and recycling center with rofi-off containers for self-haul waste disposai and recycling
weuld accommodate the 12 master categories of marketable materials listed in the comment. The drop-off
and recycling canter would be located at the narthern end of the scales area, as shown in EIR Figure 3-18,
and discussed in EIR Section 3.2.1.2.

Response to Comment Q1-2:

Composting is being considered at the landfill, as discussed in Section 3.2.1.5 of the EIR. The EIR
addresses It at a programmatic level. See Responses to Comments $1-10, L1-4, L4-12 and .4-35 for
more infermation on the EIR's analysis of composting cperations.

in the present landfill design, ground-up green materials are used as daily cover materials over the
municipal solid waste (MSW), in order to optimize the use of landfill space, and ADC would continue to be
used as part of the Project.  Ground-up green material Is an environmentally beneficial cover material, as
some of the material later decomposes into methane, which is collected by the landfill gas collection system
and used to produce renewable energy in the existing cogeneration power plant. Such collection and use
minimizes the need for cther power plants that use fossil fuels such as natural gas. A fraction of the carbon
in the greens never decomposes, and is sequestered in the landfill, providing a long-term removal of
carbon and carbon dicxide from the environment, that otherwise would have been released to the
atmosphere in the decemposition of the wood or green materials.

Response to Comment Q1-3:
Comment noted. This comment does not address the accuracy or adequacy of the EIR; therefore, no
response is necessary.
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Comment
Letter N1

RESPONSES TO COMMENT LETTER RECEIVED SAN DIEGO COUNTY ARCHAEQLOGICAL

2 0 e . . SOCIETY, INC., SIGNED BY JAMES W, ROYLE, JR, DATED MARCH 10, 2008 (LETTER N1)
# Sarl Diego County Archaeological Society, Inc.

Envirenmental Review Committes Response to Comment N1-1:

Comment noted.
10 March 2008

To: Ms. Elizabeth Shearer-Nguyen
Development Services Departrnent
City of San Diego
1222 First Avenue, Mail Station 501
San Diego, California 92101

Subject: Draft Environmental Impact Report

Sycamore Landfill Master Plan
Project No. 5617

Dear Ms. Shearer-Nguyen:

1 have reviewed the historical resources aspects of the subject DEIR on behalf of this
committee of the San Diego County Archaeological Society.

Based on the information contained in the DEIR and its appendices, we agree that the N 1 '1
project should result in no significant impacts to historical rescurces. We therefore also
agree that no historical resources mitigation measures are required.

SDCAS appreciates being provided this DEIR for our review and comment.

Sincerely,

Environmental Review Comirmittes

ce:  Gallegos & Associates
SDCAS President
File

. Bex 81108 » San Disan. CA 92138-110R « (ABRY RA.NGTR

 p00189
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Comment

: . . . Letter N2
A Caﬁforma Native Plant Socrety)
SHIPSY

City of‘;an l'..)ic.go

Development Services Department

1222 First Avenue, MS 501, San Diego, CA 92101
DSDEAS(@sandiego.gov

April 7, 2008

Re; Syeamare Landfill Master Plan Projeet No, 5617/SCH No. 2003041057
To Whom It Mey Concern;

The CNPS has serious concerns aboul the adequacy of the treatment of botanical
resources in the draft Sycamore Lardfill Master Plan. The proposed expansion area
supports very sensitive plant pssociations, including native grasslands and grassland
endemics, such as Variegated Dudleya {Dudleya variegara), a Narrow Endemic Species.
Some of the numerous flaws to the analysis include the following:

. No recent general plant surveys have been conducted, with the most recent apparently
being in 2003. Surveys in various years, incleding updated winter and spring
surveys, are required in order to adequately assess project impacts and mitigation.

N2-1

2. The site supparts numerous sensitive plant species, including Variegated Dudleya,
San Diego Goldenstar, Nuttall's Scrub Oak, San Diego Coast Barrel Cactus, San
Diege County Viguicra, Western Dichondra, and Graceful Tarplant. We are
uncenvineed of the adequacy of the field surveys for these species, particularly
Variegated Dudleya, San Diego Goldenstar and Western Dichondra, since they are
difficult to find in every year. It is highly likely that far more specimens are
actually present on this site than are reported in the RECON report, which would
be confirmed by additional field surveys at various times of the year znd in various
years. This is particularly true for the site's rare geophytes.

N2-2

3. Transplantation of sensitive plant species, particulasly the Narrow Endemic Species
Varicgated Dudieya, is promoted as mitigation. In the absence of thorough fieldwork,
we are unconvinced that all specimens in harm's way have been salvaged and tha: the
mitigation will be successful in preserving the species. Mitigation design, site,
implementation techniques and monitoring procedures need to be communicated in
order for the public 1o judge whether effective mitigatien is being proposed. Please
also communicate references indicating past success in using transplantation for
these species. i the absence of such research, transplaniation must be viewed as an
experiment in preserving the species,

N2-3

4, The biology report indicates that many tens of thousands of sensitive plant specimens
would be impacted. The most startling is that at Least 22,000 specimens of Variegated

N2-4

i \[;i} Dedicated to the preservation of California native flora

000170

RESPONSES TO COMMENT LETTER RECEIVED FROM CALIFORNIA NATIVE PLANT SOCIETY,
SIGNED BY CARRIE SCHNEIDER, DATED APRIL. 7, 2008
{LETTER N2)

Response to Comment N2-1:
Biological fiefdwork, including general and focused surveys, was conducted as follows:

Date Type of Fleldwork Party
2000 & 2001 General surveys Merkel
2003 (summer) General survey; wetland RECON
delineation, gnatcatcher survey
2004 (spring) Veriegated dudleya survey on RECON
Parcel 365-031-18 and
boundary of existing landfill
2005 (spring) Quino protacol survey. RECON
2008 (February) Focused gnatcatcher survey RECON

As stated in the EIR, these survey results were used to determine impacts and mitigation for the Project.
This baseline condition was used as it was just prior o the Cedar fire and represents the most mature state
of the vegetation, or worst-case condifion, given the destruction of vegetation in the fire. Nearly 100% of
the property was impacted by the 2003 Cedar fire, just a few months after the RECON surveys had been
completed. While the nalive communities are adapted to fire, the level of recovery is uncertain. Recovery
of native communities follows a cycle, with the early stages daminated by successional and non-native
species. Observations made during the recent gnatcalcher survey indicate that the habitat is beginning fo
recover. Use of pre-fire data is a conservalive approach, which analyzes a worst-case scenario.

With respect to annual and herbaceous rare plants, it is recognized that ihe number of plants would vary
from year la year, depending on rainfall. However, the general area cccupied by these species would be
roughly similar from year to year, The previous surveys tharefore are considered 1o be representative for
the purpose of identifying impacts of the Project.

Response to Comment N2-2:
See Response to Comment N2-1,
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Comment
. Letter N2

i {cont'd )
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Dudleya would be lost. The population of this species on this site is regionally
significant, therefore this impact is clearly significant and not mitigable.

We urge the City 10 rgject both the biological resources report and the EIR for this project N2-4
because the extent of the damage 1o biological resources is not sufficiently wesl- ,
understood ond therefare the proposed mitigation is inadeguate. (CDnt d)

Thanks for your consideration.

Sincerely,

Carrie Schneider

Conservation Chair

San Diego Chapter of the California Native Plant Society
P O Box 121390

San Diego CA 92112-1390

(858) 352-4413 (day)

(619) 282-3645 (evening)

info@cnpssd.org

000171

RESPONSES TO COMMENT LETTER RECE!VED FROM CALIFORNIA NATIVE PLANT SOCIETY,
SIGNED BY CARRIE SCHNEIDER, DATED APRIL 7, 2008 (LETTER N2} (continued}

Response to Comment N2-3: jconta)

The Variegated Dudleya Translocation Plan prepared by RECON (2006} (see Appendix C8) oullines the
specific guidelines for the transkocation of the variegated Dudleya lo a miligation parcel. This pian
describes the methods of salvaging variegated dudleya from the Landfil site, as well as prcpagation of
additicnal variegated dudleya plants from seeds. The plan also details the five-year monitoring,
maintenance and reporling program. In addition, the plan describes the success of a previous variegated
dudleya translocation efforl associaled with the construction of State Route 52 beiween the Sycamore
Landfill and Mission Trails Regional Park. The most recent check of the transiocated population showed
ihat salvaged plants and recruited seedlings were slill persisting after 10 years, See also Response {o
Comment N2-1.

In September 2007, RECON prepared a progress repert for the Dudleya translocation efforts at Sycamore
Landfill (see Appendix C8a). The report describes the success of the planting of approximately 12,000
salvaged and propagated dudieya that were planted at the franslocation site in January 2005, As concluded
in the investigation, dudleya have grown and flowered each year even with below normal rainfall.
Pollinalors have been cbserved o focus on the large patches of flowering dudleya ensuring good seed set.
Thousands of seediings have been observed around the mature plants and these plants would add to the
total population at the translccation site, A total of approximately 13,366 dudleya were growing at the
translocation site during 2007.

Response to Comment N2-4; :

The actual number of variegated dudleya to be impacted by the Project is 12,836, nol 22,000 as indicated
in this comment. This includes 12,225 plants previously avoided under MND 40-0765 and 396 plants
elsewhere in APN 366-041-01 not impacted under MND 40-0765. The EIR discloses 1ha the impact to
variegated dudleya Is considered to be significant. This impact would be mitigated by translocation of the
variegated dudleya plants lo an approved site in accordance with the translocation plan in EIR Appendix
C8. Implementation of this translocation plan would mitigale the impacts to below a level of significance.
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LoUNSFERY FERGUSON
ALTONA & PEAK LLP

ATTORMEYS AT LAW

960 Canterbury Place, Suite 300

* Ercondido, California 92025-3834
Telephone (760) 7431201~

+ Facsimile (760) 743-9926 *
Bmail lap@ifapoom

OF COUNIEL
GARTH O. REID
FARKS & OHERHANSLEY
SPECIAL COUNSEL
JOHN W, WITT

April 6,2008

Elizabeth Shearer-Nguyn, Environmental Planner
City of San Diego Deveiopment Services Center
1222 First Avenue, MS 501

San Diego, CA 92101

eshearernguyni@sandiego.gov

Subject: Draft EIR for the Sycamore Landfill Master Plan (Project No. 5617, SCH No.
200204105, Community Plan Area: East Elliot, Council District: 7, JO: 421084)

Dear Ms. Shearer-Nguyn:

This firm represents the East Elliot Land Company, LLC, and its principal, Mr, David

Dilday. We have besn asked to review the Sycamore Landfill Master Plan (the “Project™ Draft

Environmental Impact Report (“DEIR™) for potential impacts on our client's property interests in

several parcels, APNs 366-081-25, 26 and 27 and 366-050-25, totaling approximtely 56 acres,

directly adjacent to the Project along Mast Avenue and the Sycainore Landfill access road. As

discussed below, however, our analysis of the document has revealed that the project's impacts

- extend well beyond Mr, Dilday's property, and affect lands and jurisdictions throughout San

Diego County. As a result, one would expect the DEIR to evaluate project-related impacts on
both a local and regional fevel. Unfortunately, the DEIR fails to provide this kind of analysis.

Sycamore Landfill, lne. (“SLI"), owners of the Project located at 8514 Mast Avenue
within the East Elliot Community Planning Area in the City of San Diego, propose to (1)
increase three-fold the tonnage of waste material to be brought into the site daily (26,000,000
pounds), (2) expand the landfill feotprint by encroaching inte 24 acres of protected habitat land,
(3) extend the landfill’s Jife for at least 20 additional years, (4) increase significantly the traffic
along State Route 52 near Mast Boulevard, an already overly-impacted roadway, increasing
wraftic into the site at a rate greater than one truck every 15 secends, and (6) extend the hours of
operation by over two-fold (working 24 hours a day, seven days a week), 'in order to make the
Project the largest dump in entive state of Califomia. A vecent article in the San Diego Tribune
puts it well, “The plan calls for filling in a sizable canyon with trash and then building upward.”"

' Mike Lee, Proposed expansion would tu
San Diggo Tribung, March 30, 2008, Sec
Ini0sveamore. tml.

fill into one of California's largest mountat

w5 com/news/metros200! -9959-
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Letter N3

N3-1

RESPONSES TO COMMENT LETTER RECEIVED FRCM LOUNSBERY, FERGUSON, ALTONA, &
PEAK, LLP, ATTORNEYS AT LAW, SIGNED BY FELIX M. TINKOV, ESQ., JOHN W WITT, ESQ,, KEN
H. LOUNSBERY, ESQ., DATED APRIL §, 2008 (LETTER N3}

Response fo Comment N3-1;

The EIR evaluates Project-related impacts on both a local and, where appropriate based on the specific
impact, the regionat level. The EIR takes a worst-case approach 1o its analysis to ensure that all impacts
are analyzed. The EIR assumes a 24-hour operation in order to ensure that all impacts are analyzed and
that the landfill has the flexibility to address the solid waste disposal needs now and for the foreseeable
future. The landfili is designed to combine the already permitted *stages” ¢f development into one, in order
to more efficiently use the existing fandfili site and avoid the need to find other disposal sites in Santee, San
Diego or elsewhere in the region. Although the EIR points out there may be potentially significant traffic
impacts from the Project, it also should be noted that by expanding the existing Sycamare Landfill, traffic
impacts region-wige are reduced, because trash trucks would be able to go to the centrally located
Sycamore Landfill rather than having to drive to Yuma, or some newly sited landfilt further removed from
the homes and businesses that are generating the waste.
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As we will demonstrate below, there is substantial evidence in the record that the Project
has potential to create significant environmental impacts which have neithier been -mitigated 1o
insignificant levels nor have been studied sufficiently to determine what mitigation measures
may be necessary, The Project and al! requested entitlements should be denied because (i) the
DEIR fails to adequately describe the scope of the Project, (ii) the DEIR fails to identify and
adequately analyze all of the potentiaily significant environmental impacts ef the underlying
praject with sufficient specificity, (iii) the DEIR fails to adequately identify and analyze a
reasonatle range of alternatives to the Project, (iv) the DEIR is based on outdated and incorrect
information and {v) the DEIR provides insufficient evidence to support a statement of
overmriding considerations,

This comment letter identifies technical and legal defects in the DEIR. [t is should be
noted, however, that due to City staff’s refusal to grant an extension to the comment period, our
review has been unreasonably restricted. Our report, therefore, is not all-inclusive, but merely
shows some of the most glaring failures of this DEIR.

1. GENERAL COMMENTS

“Only through an accurate view of [a] project may affecied outsiders and public decision-
makers balance the proposal's benefit against its environmental cost, consider mitigation
measures, assess the advantage of terminating the proposal ... and weigh other altematives in the
balance.... An accurate, stable and finite project description is the sine qua non of an informative
and legally sufficient EIR. The defined project and nat some different project must be the EIR's
bona fide subject.” (County of Inyo v. City of Los Angeles {1977} 71 Cal.App.3d 185, 192-193 &
199}

The four basic purposes of the California Envirnmental Quality Act (CEQA), as
described in CEQA Guidelines §13002, are to:

(1) Inform govemmental decision-makers and the public about the potential,
significant environmental effects of proposed activities.

@ ldcnﬁfy the ways that environmenta! damage can be avoided or significantdy
reduced.

(3) Prevent significant, avoidable damage to the environment by requiring

{cont'd.)

N3-2

N3-3

changes in projects through the use of aiternatives or mitigaticn measures when
the governmental agency firids the changes to be feasible.

* Pub. Res. Code §21000, ef seq.

San Dicge Office: 110 West “A™ $trecr, Suite 750, San Diego, California 92101-3532
Thnne: §19-236-1201 Faxr 619-236-0044
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RESPONSES TO COMMENT LETTER RECEIVED FROM LOUNSBERY, FERGUSON, ALTONA, &
FEAK, LLP, ATTORNEYS AT LAW, SIGNED BY FELIX M. TINKOV, ESQ., JOHN W WITT, ESQ,, KEN
H. LOUNSBERY, ESQ., DATED APRIL 6, 2008 (LETTER N3) {continued)

Response to Comment N3-2:

Comment nated.  Also, the 45-day public review period is an appropriate time period under Public
Rescurces Code Section 21091{a) and Stale CEQA Guidelines, Sections 15087, 15105 and 15205 of Title
14 of the California Code of Regulations, The 45-day public review pericd is the standard State
Clearinghouse review pericd. 14 Cal. Code Regs. §§ 15106, 15205{d). There is na legal requirement to
grant extensions, and the City has determined that a 45-day review period is adequate for this EIR. See
also San Diego Municipal Code section 128.0306.

Response to Comment N3-3:

Comment noted. Responses fo the specific commenls made in the letter are set forlh in Responses to
Comments N3-4 through N3-12.
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(4) Disclose to the public the reascns why a governmenial agency approved the
project in the manner the agency chose if significant environmenta| effects are
involved.

In order to zccomplish these purposes, a public agency must prepare an environmental
impact report {EIR) when there is substantial evidence that a praject may have a significant
effect on the environment (CEQA Guidelines §15002(0(1)). The courts have long affirmed that
CEQA is to be used as an informational too) which protects not only the environment but also
informed self-government (Cadiz Land Co., Inc. v. Rail Cycle, L.P. (2000) 83 Cal.App.4th 74). N3_3
The Laurel Heights count staled that an EIR is a document of accountability and serves as an \
environmental atarm betl to agencies and the general public before the project has taken on (contd.)
overwhelming “buresucratic and financial momentum” (Laure! Heights [mprovement
Association v. Regents of the University of California (1988) 47 Cal3d 376, 395 - boldface
emphasis added). The EIR's function is to ensure that government officials who approve a
project do so with a fuli understanding of the enviromnental consequences and, equally
important, that the public is assured those consequences have been taken into account (Vineyard
Area Citizens for Responsible Growth, Inc. v. Ciry of Rancho Cordova (2007) 40 Cal.dth 412,
449). An EIR must provide its readers with the ability to understand the scope of the project
seeking approval, as well as its potential impacts. Thus, an EIR which is confusing, misleading
or otherwise faulty is a disservice to the government officials tasked with reviewing the project
and the public they serve.

The DEIR for the SLI Project suffers from a number of technical errors which either
intentionally or inadvertently confuse the reader. The City failure to provide a clear, logical
document has created an impediment to the public’s comprehension of the basis of the Project’s
necessity and the consequences of its approval. This clearly runs counter to the legal reasening
sel forth in the Cadiz, Lawrel and Vineyard line of cases, Below are several of the more
cgregious examples of confusion found in the DEIR:

L The DEIR has at least nineteen (19) missing page numbers {e.g. 1-4, 2-6, 3-12, 3-
14, 3-16, 3-22, 3-24, 4.1-20, etc.), and possibly more throughout the document. This gives the N3_4
appearance of omitted information. 1t was only upen several days of further review, and
proactive consultation with the City staff that we came to leam that the page numbers (and pages
of text) were simply omitted. This firm asked that the City, as the party charged with the final
preparation and distribution of the DEIR to the public, provide additional review time due to the
confusicn created by this haphazard page numbering, but we were squarely refused.” Moreover,
no attempt was made on the part of the City to notify the members of the distribution list of this
matter, when simple solutions included (1) resending the document in hard copy format, (2)
forwarding an explanatory note or (3) renumbering the pages to be consecutive on a reformatted
CD. There is simply no rational excuse for not implementing any of these simple, inexpensive
procedures.

? Electronie mail correspondence from Elizabeth Shearer-Nguyen, the City’s Project Planner, gent at approximately
11:45 AM on Friday, March 28, 2008, with copies 1o Jeanetie Temple, the City Project Manager, Martha Blake,
City Senfar Planner, and Denns Janes, the Applicant's, Sycamore Lendfill, [nc.'s, attomey.

San Ilego Office: 110 Wear “A” Srreer, Suire 750, San Dicgo, California 93101-3532
Phone: 619-236-1201 Tax: §19-236-0944
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RESPONSES TO COMMENT LETTER RECEIVED FROM LOUNSBERY, FERGUSON, ALTONA, &
PEAK, LLP, ATTORNEYS AT LAW, SIGNED BY FELIX M. TINKOV, ESQ., JOHN W WITT, ESQ., KEN
H. LOUNSBERY, £8Q., DATED APRIL 6, 2008 (LETTER N3}

Response to Comment N3-4:

Comment noted. The draft environmental documents that were distributed for the project were not missing
any pages from either the CD andjfor the hardcapy versions. The backside of 11% x 17" exhibits were net
numbered and could be deduced that the blank page that followed would be the next number in the
sequence. Typically graphics within an EIR do not include text on the backside. CEQA does not dictate
the format, only the contents of the EIR (Article 9 of the CEQA Guidelines, Sectio 15120-15132), Pages
intentionally left btank or unnumbered would not constitute a *proceduralitechnical error in the presentation
and format of the EIR," The lack of page numbers on the back of a few exhibits does nol address the
adequacy and/or accuracy of the environmental analysis er ils conclusions.
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Perhaps just as troubling is the lead ngency’s inherent conflict of interest in certifying the
DEIR and deciding whether to approve the Project. The City has a financial stake in this project, N3_5
in that it receives tipping surchacge fees from SLI - fees that promise to increase substantially if
the landfill is expanded as proposed.’ The City's failure to honor simple requests for clarification
of the DEIR only sharpens the appearance of conflict and self-dealing.

2. The DEIR was delivered to the membezs of the distribution list via a compact disc
(CD) halding three files. The first file houses the text of the DEIR corpus, foliowed by several N
out of sequence technical studies (C7, C8a-c, C11, C12, C14, and F3), and the last two files N3-6
contain the remainder of the technical studies, less those found in the first file. Rather than
creating an ordered, easy o follow DEIR, the City's preparation lack's logical flow in its
presentation, placing 2 greater than necessary burden on a reader seeking to find cited material
scattered various locations.

3. The DEIR also has numerous examples of intemal conilicts on topics of great
significance to reviewing parties. Some differences can be found between sections (c.g. the
DEIR Notice states that “the maximum height of the facility would increase by approximately
267 feet” while the first page of the DEIR Congclusions states that th increase would only be 167
feet), while other discrepancies exist within a single section (e.g. page ) of 1the DEIR N3'7
Conclusicns states-the landfill will go from “71 millicn cubic yards (mey)... to 151 mey” while
page 3 of the same section concludes that the expansion will increase the capacity from 70 mey
1o 157 mcy. A divergence which amounts to nearly two years of wrash to the facilicy.) There is
little reason to trust one number over the other. Thus determining the accuracy of the document
is not possible.

Another example of internal confusion occurs on page 4.1-10 (Subsection H.). There, the
DEIR states that the Project lies outside of the Airport lafluence Areas (AIA) of three toca)
airports, including MCAS-Miramar, but then goes on to say “except for MCAS-Miramar.” [t is
unclear from the plain language of the DEIR whether the site is inside or outside of the AlA.
This is not an idle mater, as the course of action for the Project is completely different
depending on which scenario is accurate. [fthe Project is putside of the AlA, no further analysis N3-8
is required, but if it is inside, there must be a review of the relationship between the proposed
Master Plan and the applicable Airport Land Use Compatibility Pian. There is some reason to
believe the Project is within the AIA of MCAS-Miramar, due to its ditect adjacency to the
military air feld installment. Therefore, the failurc to review the consisicney of the proposed
Master Plan and the Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan is either a glaring omission by the
drafters of this DEIR. or an intentional attemnpt to mislead the reader by obfuscating the existing
conditions en the site.

4, The DEIR misstates facts and shades the truth to lessen the appearance of N3 9
impacts. For example, when discussing the increase in the maximal height of the landfill, the =

“The city callected more then §12 millicn on trash hauled te Sycamare Landfiil from 20063 1o 2007, city records
show. San Diego's cash register could ring up even bigger numbers If the City Council agrees 1o let Allied end its
local subsidiary haul in mare waste cach wear,” (Mike Lee, i dfil!

W
one of Callfornia's largest meuntaing of wash — San Diego Tribune, March 30, 2608.)

San Dicge Offise: 110 West A" Siecut, Sulte T30, San Dicgo, Californiz 92101-3832
TPhone: 619-236-1201 Fax: 619-236-0944
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RESPONSES TG COMMENT LETTER RECEIVED FROM LOUNSBERY, FERGUSON, ALTONA, &
PEAK, LLP, ATTORNEYS AT LAW, SIGNED BY FELIX M. TINKOV, ESQ., JOHN W WITT, ESQ,, KEN
H. LOUNSBERY, E5Q., DATED APRIL 6, 2008 (LETTER N3} (continusd)

Response to Comment N3-5;

This comment does nat discuss the adequacy or accuracy of the EIR, therefore no response is necessary,
Nonetheless, to address the non-CEQA issue of an afleged conllict of Inlerest because the City of San
Diego may benefit from approval of the Project, the City of San Diego is the appropriate lead agency for
this Project under CEQA. The council members of the City Council of the City of San Diego da not have a
financial interest In the operation of the Sycamore Langfill. The City Councll of the City of San Diego was
identified as the appropriale CEQA lead agency in compliance with California Public Resources Code
section 21083, and Section 15021 of the CEQA Guidelines, 14 Cal. Code Regs.

Response to Comment N3-6:

The document was organized to place the most impariant reference documents in the same yolume as the

EIR. The volumes where afl technical appendices may be found are listed in the tables of contenls of each
volurne,

Response to Comment N3-T:

The correct value for the height increase is 167 feet, as described in the conclusions. The 267-foot value
(which was the height of the criginally Project, now listed as an alternative in Section 8.8) was a
typographical error, as was the 151 million cubic yards (mcy) reference; the correst volume is 157 mcy.
However, these corrections do nof change the conclusion thal the fandfill expansion, as proposed, would
resultin a significant, unmiligable visualiandform impac!. See Respense te Comment L4-117, noting that
the revisions to the FEIR do not require recirculation under CEQA,

Response to Comment N3.8:

The EIR on page 4.1-10 has been revised to say "established for these airports, except for MCAS
Miramar." The landfill sile is near the oulside edge of the AJA Jor MCAS Miramar.

As the comment acknowledges, the EIR explains thal the norther 500 feet of the existing landfil property
is within the Airport Influence Area of lhe MCAS Miramar. As a resull, the applicant submitied the Project
lo the San Ciega Airport Authority for a consistency determination 1o confirm that the Project Is consistent
with the existing Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan (ALUCP). The Airport Authority, after review of the
Praject, has confirmed that the Project is congistent with the ALUCP,
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LR RV IR : RESPONSES TO COMMENT LETTER RECEIVED FROM LOUNSBERY, FERGUSON, ALTONA, &
PEAK, LLP, ATTORNEYS AT LAW, SIGNED BY FELIX M, TINKOV, ESQ., JOHN W WITT, ESQ., KEN
H. LOUNSBERY, ESG., DATED APRIL 6, 2008 (LETTER N3) (continusd)

Response to Comment N3.9:

Please see the Response 1o Comment N3-7 above regarding 167 v. 267 feet increase In landfill maximum
height. The increase over the exisling permiited height is 167 feet. The existing permitted height, and,
iherefore, the Project height, varies, depending on the topegraphy. Detalled information about the Project
landform changes is provided in EIR Figure 4.2-5, paga 4.2-15.

000176
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DEIR states that the increase wil} be either 167° or 267" (depending on which page of the DEIR

you ere reading), but a deeper review of the technical studies reveals that some portions of the

Project will swell in excess of 350", [t is convenient ta disregard these increases since these

areas lay below the maximal height of the landfill, but in actuality, they represent potentially

greater impacts due to their larger variation from the existing conditions.

5. This Project is proposed and this DEIR is presented in a vital but totally
undisciosed context. The context that should be disclosed in this document but is not, is the
context of project need. 1s this Project needed, at all or in part? If not now, when, if ever? The
City's decision makers and the public at farge must understand the magnitude, timing and
geographic distribution of the need for this project in order to understand whether the proposal is
appropriate relative to the effects that it may induce. This landfill is pan of San Diego County’s
infrastructure systems, systems on which the entire County depends. While now privately
awned. it may be considered & public facility and, in fact, until its sale in 1959, was publicly
owned for the large majority of its existence. Expectations for public facilities having public
purpose are different that they are for facilities that are to be privately owned, occupied and
operated, all for private purpose. Public facilities must be scaled 1o their need, and located
where they can be expected 10 optimize their respective functions because public resources are
invalved, whether those resources include publicly owned open space and recreational facilities,
rondways and freeways, or how much the public will be charged by home cities for refuse
disposal, and even how much of the City of San Diego's future treasury can realistically count
on due to the preposed expansion of Sycamore landfill. This Project propeses a virtual
monopoly on landfilling in San Diego County for the next 25 years. Without 2 clear
understanding of the need for such a proposal, the project, itself, cannot be undersiood. For
public facilities, nced is fundamental to project objectives. Without an understanding of need,
project objectives become a trite, ungrounded expression of interests quite out of context with
the reality in which the proposal is made. This DEIR evaluates a regionally significant project
but without any disclosure of the need for the project at ali, as if 1o say, “Tzke it on faith that this
applicant can be trusted with the public’s resources.” But reasonable guestions emerge. What is
the need far this project? Where and when will the waste be generated that accounts for this
need? Why does such a gigantic amount of capacity and daily in-flow that will, if ever, be
respanding to conditions that are barely understood today, need to be approved in one fell swoop
when progressive considerstion and phased decision making would respect the public's interest
so much better?

6. Although the DEIR describes the Sycamore Landfill and its proposed expansion
as a regional project, the impacts analysis is markedly local in terms of describing project need
and project effects. Not only does the DEIR pravide little information regarding county-wide
management of waste, including other sites available to receive anticipated trash increases, the
documnent takes a geographically narrow view of the project’s individual and cumulative impacts

on a wide array of resources. There is little discussion, for example, of regional loss of affected

plant species such as the variegated dudleya and Nuttall's scrub oak. Likewise, the DEIR,
assumes that the 350% increase in landfill-related traffic will have virtually no impacts outside
the SR-52 corrider ~ an assumption that defies common sense and basic tratfic modeling
principles. The myopic focus of the DEIR largely explains why the cumulative impacts analysis

San Dicge Office: 110 West "A” Steeet, Suie 750, San Diego, California 921013532
Phonu: £19-236-1201 Max: §19-236-0944
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N3-9
{cont'd.)

N3-10

N3-11

N3-12

RESPONSES TO COMMENT LETTER RECEIVED FROM LOUNSBERY, FERGUSON, ALTONA, &
PEAK, LLP, ATTORNEYS AT LAW, SIGNED BY FELIX M. TINKOV, ESQ., JOHN W WITT, ESQ., KEN
H. LOUNSBERY, ESQ., DATED APRIL 6, 2008 (LETTER N3} (continuad)

Response to Comment N3-10:
See Response to Comment L4-4,

Response to Comment N3-11:
The EIR recognizes the regional significance of the variegated dudieya and Nuttall's scrub cak and
considers impacts lo these species to be significant. As staled in the Biclagical Technical Reporl and

Translocatien Plan, the regional status of Nuttall's scrub oak is recognized as CNPS List 18, and
variegated dudleya is recognized by its status as:

+  acovered species in the City of San Diego MSCP:
+ @ narow endsmic in the MSCP Subarea Plan;

* CNPS List 18; and

COF&G Natural Diversity Data Base List of Special Plants which meet the criteria for state
listing under CEQA.

Response to Comment N3-12:

The municipal sofid waste truck traffic would be In the region whether the Sycamare Landfill expands of
not. The generation of municipal salid waste is assured, whether or not Sycamore Landfill is available to
accept the increased waste. If waste generation in the mid-County area confinues to be served by the
Miramar Landfill and Sycamore Landfil, the question of Project distribution {which transportation corridors
are affectad by waste truck tratfic) is deteqmined by Miramar Landfill's closure date. When Micamar Landfl
closes, the only change in regional distribution qutside of the corsider would occur on SR-52 between
Conyoy Street (Miramar Landiill} and I-15. Upon closure of Miramar, trips from west of Miramar would then
conlinue east on SR-52 past I-15, but Irips trom east of Miramar on -15 would go east on SR-52 instead.
This locused change in regiona! distribution Is not expected to generate addilional Project-related impacis.

Sycamore Landfill Master Plan Final EIR

RTC-172

September 2008



Comment

LAW OFFICES OF LOUNSBERY, FERGUSON, ALTONA & PEAK, LLP
", f‘\ N L.
LS U]

PR AL Be

Page 6 0T 42

is so short and thin, and why impacts on surrounding jurisdictions (e.g., City of Santee) are
largely ignored. Unfortunately, for a project of this magnitude such a tightly-drawn analytical
corset is inappropriate. SL{ indicates that the expanded landfill will function as a kind of
gravitational center for county-wide waste disposal in the coming years (the so-celted “centroid”
theory), yet the DEIR refuses to take responsibility for analyzing the impacts such a regienal
facility will creats.

7. The DEIR suffers frem a lack of up-to-date technical studies. In many cases, the
DEIR's impacts assessments are based on technical reporis that ere more than five years old,
even though SLI and the City have had ample opportunity to conduct new studies and prepare
new reports. What's worse, the actual data included in the reports is occasionally of even older
vintage. This creates at least two practical problems, both of which have fegal implications.

_First, the reliance on old data — especially when newer data exist and is readily at hand —
desizbitizes public confidence in the City’s ability to demand a full and proper accounting of the
project’s environmental ¢ffects; it also runs counter o the basic CEQA rule that DEIRs be based
on the best aveilable technical information. Second, by using old data to construct the “existing
conditions” description, the DEIR provides an inaccurate and potentially deceptive baseline from
which to conduct its impact analyses, which is a clear failing on the part of the preparer. (Save
Ouwr Peninsula Comm, v Monterey County Bd. Of Supervisors (2001) 87 CA4th 99, 125) Asa
result, the entire CEQA analysis is rendered unrelizble from the outset.

8. The DEIR also withholds key information regarding SLI's history of non-
compliance with regulatory rules, requirements and directives. For example, the DEIR fails to
disclose that in the past year alone the Local Enforcement Agency (LEA) has cited SL1 12 times
far not adequately cantrolling methane gas releases at the current landfill site — releases that are
10 times 4he applicable threshold. The DEIR also fails to disclose that since 2002, SLI has
exceeded its dumping limits et the fandfill 140 times, reflecting a pattern of non-compliant
behaviar which, by all available evidence, has not changed. These violations should have been
discussed in the DEIR so that the public could intelligently assess the assumptions, analytical
findings, and mitigation claims advanced by SLI in the document. [ndeed, these violations and
the circumstances surtounding them form part of the “existing conditions™ that must be described
fully in the DEIR. While this malfeasance may be viewed as a regulatory matter rather than an
environmental matter such habitual behavior plainly has physical implications. In failing to
mention them, the DEIR paints an incomplete and misleading picture of those ¢onditions. One
must alse doubt whether SLI can be counted upen to satisfy its mitigation responsibilities if the
project were 10 be approved. Such a strong and recent history of non-compliance gives the
pubiic little reason to rely on SLI's commitment to implement fully the mitigation measures it
has proposed. That the City has ebetted SLI in withholding this information from the public
rajses similar questions as to iy willingness to enforce those mitigation measures. When one
considers that the City receives a “tipping fee” for each ton of waste hauled to Sycamore Lendfill
- a fact nat disclosed in the DEIR — there is all the more reason to press the City for analytical
rigor during the CEQA process. Unfortunately, the DEIR's impact assessments are anything but
rigorous.

San Diego Office: 110 West “A” Stceet, Suite 750, San Diegn, California $2101-3532
Phone: 619-236-1201 Fzx: 619-236-0944

000178

Letter N3
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N3-13

N3-14

N3-15

RESPONSES TO COMMENT LETTER RECEIVED FROM LOUNSBERY, FERGUSON, ALTONA, &
PEAK, LLP, ATTORNEYS AT LAW, SIGNED BY FELIX M. TINKOV, ESQ., JOHN W WITT, ESQ., KEN
H. LOUNSBERY, ESQ., BATED APRIL 6, 2008 (LETTER N3) jcontinusd)

Responss to Comment N3-13:

All potentlally sigrificant impacts from the Project have been analyzed and al feasible mitigation measures
would be implemented. However, there are significant unmitigated impacts 2ssocialed with the Project. In
additicn, impacis lo surrounding jurisdictions, primarily the City of Santee, were included in the analysis,
The EIR indicates that the Sycamore Landfill site is very centrally located relative to the distribution of
County-wide populalions (and waste generation). Thus, it has the oppartunity to minimize waste travel '
distance, travel energy use, and haul alr emissions relalive to other existing or proposed disposal sites.
The only existing landfill thal is closer lo the existing and projected future centroid of County population is
Miramar Landfil, and thal is expected {o close by approximately 2016, even if the proposed height increase
sought by the Cily for Miramar Landfill is approved.

Response to Comment N3-14:

The Cily of San Diego disagrees with the premise of this comment. The NOP for the EIR was published on
April 9, 2003. Because of the complex nature of the Praject and a period of approximately cne year the
Applicant coordinaled with the City of Santee and other interested crganizations, the EIR was not released
fer public review ungil February 21, 2008. Much of the field work and the technical studies that serve as ihe
basis for the EIR were primarily bequn in 2003. The Cily of San Diego was aware of this fact grior to
publishing the EIR and required evidence be submitted documenting the continued relevance of the older
data. The older dala was also reffed upon since State CEQA Guidelines Section 15125 (&) requires a EIR
to examine the existing physical conditions at the ime the NOP is published. This issue is specifically
raised in the fcllowing comments, thus more specific responses are provided below.

The case of Save Our Peninsula Comm. V. Monterey County Bd, Of Supervisors (2001) 87 Cal, App. 4h
98, 125) siands for the proposition that the baseling is established as close as possibie ta the time of the
nofice of preparation - in this case, that was in April 2003. “Existing conditions must be evaluated as
closely as possible to the date the notice of preparation of the EIR Is filed, as that is the date the Project Is
officially carmmenced within the meaning of CEQA." fd. The court stated that an EIR cannot adequately
analyze the impacls on the environment if it does not start with a description of the physical conditions
existing on the praperty at the beginning of the environmental review.

This is supported by section 15125 of the Guidelines, which states in subdivision (a) that: *An EIR must
includa g description of the physicel enviranmenlel conditions in the vicially of the Project, as they exist af
the time the notice of preparation is published, or if no notice of preparation is publishad, at the time
environmental analysis is commenced ... This environmental selfing will normally constifute the baseline
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RESPONSES TO COMMENT LETTER RECEIVED FROM LOUNSBERY, FERGUSON, ALTONA, &
PEAK, LLP, ATTORNEYS AT LAW, SIGNED 8Y FELIX M. TINKQV, ESQ., JOHN W WITT, ESQ., KEN
H. LOUNSBERY, ESQ., DATED APRIL 6, 2008 {LETTER N3} feontinudi

Response to Comment N3-14: {cont'a)

physical conditions by which & lead agency determines whether an impac! is significant.” (ltalics added.)
Furthermore, section 15126.2 now provides as follows: "In assessing the impact of 2 Project on the
environment, the lead agency should normally limlt its examination to changes in 1he existing physical
conditions in the affected area as they exist at ihe time the notice of preparation is published, or where no
notice of preparation is published, at the lime environmental analysis is commenced."

Response to Comment N3-15;
See Response lo Comment L34,
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g While the DEIR. is more than a simple compendium of the technical appendices, it

should at least faithfully reflect the data and findings set forth in those technical appendices. In
more than a few instances, each of which is discussed below, the DEIR for the landfill expansion
project is weirdly out of synch with the technical studies that form its scientific backbone. This
situation must be corrected before the DEIR can function as the public disclosure document
intended under CEQA.

10, The Project seeks to obtain easement vacations from the City of San Diego, but
no analysis is made with regard 1o the loss of private rights of access and other property interests
to those parcel owners whose properties these easements intersect. The loss of property rights is
a significant impact in economic terms to property owners and should be reviewed by this DEIR,
as such actions are tantamount to eminent domain proceedings.

1. The DEIR identifies a host of significant project impacts, but in most cases the|

document concludes that those impacts can be reduced io insignificant levels through
implementation of various mitigation measures. On its face, this is a reasonable and typical
position ta take, provided evidence in the record demonstrates that the mitigation measures
proposed will actually perform as promised. This is where the SLI Landfill Expansion DEIR
breaks down. Repeatedly, the DEIR makes apgressive claims regarding the impact-blunting
effects of various mitigation measures, but provides no technical data or other proof to back
them up.

12, On z number of occasions, the DEIR concludes that the mitigation measures
necessary to reduce an impact to insignificance are infeasible and, for that reason, will not be
adopted as part of the Mitigation Monitoring Program. The DEIR, however, fails to articulate
why the mitigation measures are infeasible, It does not identify what economic, environmental
or technical constraints prevent SLI from implementing the measures in question. In most cases,
the context suggests that the mitigation measures have been rejected on the basis of economic
infeasibility. Such a determination, however, must be supported by substantial evidence in the
record, including information regarding the profits SLI stands to make once the expanded
landfill is operational. Without these kinds of financial data, there is no way to test SLI's claims
that certain mitigation measures are infeasible.

In short, an adequate DEIR must be "prepared with a sufficient degree of analysis to
provide decisionmakers with information which enables them to make a decision which
inteltigently takes account of environmental consequences.” (CEQA Guidelines §15151) If
CEQA is scrupulously followed, the public will know the basis on which its responsible officials
gither approve or reject environmentally significent action, and the publie, being duly informed,
can respond accordingly to action with which it disagrees, (Laurel Heights ar p. 392) An
environmental impact report “must include detail sufficient to enable those who did not
participate in its preparation to understand and to consider meaningfully the issues raised by the
proposed project.” (Jd. ar p. 405) If an environmental impact report is intended to provide
“accountability and servefs] as an envircnmental alarm bell to agencies and the general public™
then this DEIR fails this basic legal test and must be denied cestification.

San Diegn OFfice: 110 West 1" Srecet, Suite 750, B2 Diego, Colifornia 92101.3532
Phone: 619-236-1201 Fax: 619-236-0944
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N3-16

N3-17

N3-18

N3-19

N3-20

RESPONSES TO COMMENT LETTER RECEIVED FROM LOUNSBERY, FERGUSON, ALTONA, &
PEAK, LLP, ATTORNEYS AT LAW, SIGNED BY FELIX M. TINKOV, ESQ., JOHN W WITT, ESQ., KEN
H, LOUNSBERY, ESQ., DATED APRIL 6, 2008 {LETTER N3) (continved)

Response to Comment N3-16:
Comment noted. Responses to specific comments are found below,

Response to Comment N3-17;

As shown in EIR Figure 4.1-3, SLI has proposed new road easements to replace any that would be formally
vacated as a result of this Project. Under the plan, al! existing properly owners in the East Elliott area
would retaln legal access fo their properties. No loss of property rights is proposed or would occur. There
are ne significant impacts that result from the easement vacations,

Response to Comment N3-18:
Comment noted,

Response to Comment N3-19:
Comment noted.

Response to Comment N3-20:
Comment noted.
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II. SPECIFIC COMMENTS

All potential impacts must be analyzed in an environmental impact report. (Kings County
Farm Bureau v. City af Hanford (1990) 221 Cal. App. 34 692). The DEIR fails to follow this
fundamental tenet of CEQA. The following is a list of the DEIR's inadequacies which, though
not exhaustive, points to a significant failure on the part of the preparers to critically examine the
impacts of the Project,

Project Description:

I According to §3.2.1, daily in-flow at the landfill is permitted to maximally accept
1,963 tons, and & future maximum daily in-flow of 13,000 tons is proposed. All analyses of
operational impacts presented in later sections of the DEIR are based on this maximum rate of
daily in-flow, and no analysis is made of the proposed intermediary haul limits. If the Project
proposes to stage its construction, a critical review of each stage is necessary to guage impacts.

2. Appendix D3 states that the tonnage of greens and C&D materials entering the
site is to be counted by CIWMB and the LEA against the permit limits, unlike the existing
system. As a result, SLI will be secking changes to the daily tonnage for 2010 and 2025.
According to Table 1 it appears that the total daily in-flow in 2010 would need 1o be 12,000 tons
rather than 9,400 tons, and that in 2025 total daily tonnage would need to be 16,500 tons per day
rather than the 13,000 tons cited in the Project Description. Therefore, one is left to wonder
whether the proposal is requesting a permit to accept up to 13,000 fpd of municipal solid waste
or 16,500 tons per day including 3,500 tpd of greens and C&D materials? [f the latter, this DEIR
has failed to clearly describe the project and has failed to evaluate the actual proposal fer
potential impacts.

3. The DEIR has been prepared in such a way as to make the public’s determination
of the actual scope of work proposed difficulr, if not impossible to understand. For instance, in
the traffic study and the body of the DEIR, the Sycamore Landfill proposes to operate 24 hours a
day/7 days a week, but, as if to hedge their bets, the Project is analyzed as operating only during
current daytime working hours/6 days a week. There are even sections which dismiss the 24/7
operation in favor of the existing hours and make no mention of the proposal to increase
hours/days of operation. No rationai anatysis can be made of a Project which fails to describe its
own described scope.

4. SANDAG forecasts that the County, as & whole, will experience a population
growth rate of approximately 25 percent aver 2007 levels by 2430, 1f this is so, even with a
near-term closure of the Miramar Landfill (which assumes the City will fail to expand Miramar
Landfill , though such an assumption seems invalid at this point), it is unreasonable to expect
that daily in-flow at the Sycamore Landfill would need to increase by more than 225 percent
over current permitted levels, The DEIR provides no data to reflect the purported need for an

San Diego Office: 100 West "A”™ Street, Suite 750, Yan Diego, Califosia 92101-3232
Phone: 619-236-1201 Fax: 619-236-0944
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(contd.)

N3-21

N3-22

N3-23

N3-24

N3-25

RESPONSES TO COMMENT LETTER RECEIVED FROM LOUNSBERY, FERGUSON, ALTONA, &
PEAK, LLP, ATTORNEYS AT LAW, SIGNED BY FELIX M. TINKOV, ESQ., JOHN W WITT, ESQ., KEN
H. LOUNSBERY, ESQ., DATED APRIL 6, 2008 {LETTER N3) (continuad)

Response to Comment N3-21:
Comment noled.

Response to Comment N3-22:

The comment is incorrect, Potential differences in MSW intake may result in differences in envircnmenlal
impacts related to traffic, noise and air quality, In each of these analyses, one or more intermediate levels
of intake between the present 3,965 tpd and the requested future maximum of 13,000 tpd were addressed.

Response to Comment N3-23:

Both the traffic generation tables in the LLG traffic report, EIR Appendix D1 (Tables 5-3, 5-4 and 5-5) and
the traffic generation Table 4.4-3 in the E(R, page 4.4-8 are consistent.  Both ideniity Project ADTs of
3,040, 5,270 and 6,880 at Project approval, 2010, and 2025, Those ADTs include ali traffic for all waste
streams to come o the landfil, as detailed in EIR Table 3.2-3 {page 3-32). The EIR evaluated the tonnage
for all waste streams. The Project description in Section 3.2.2.1 of the EIR explains that the LEA requested
projections for tonnage and number of vehicles for all waste streams, nat just municipal solid waste. That
tonnage is shown in Table 3.2-3 of the EIR. Alsc, it is referenced in the Traffic Study contained in Appendix
D3, in which vehicle counts for the daily tonnages of recyclable materials such as green material and G&D

material were included.  Column 10 of Table 3.2-3 references the requesled daily tonnage fimit of &l
materials received al the facility.

Response to Comment N3-24:
Please see Response to Comment L4-39

Response to Comment N3-25;
See Response to Comment L4-4.
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expansion of any size, Iet alone one which would more than double its existing capacity when
the pepulation is expected to grow by only 25%. Clearly, the public cannot determine whether a N3-25
project objective is appropriate if the DEIR provides inadequate data to prove up the necessity of (cont’d )
the objective. Further, the failure to consider the Miramar Landfill’s extension is improper as it

should be considered a future project for the purposes of this DEIR.

5. The DEIR cites eleven (11) separate objectives for the Sycamore Landfiil Master
Plan. The objectives are remarkably narrow in scope, and appear to solely favor the Project,
over any other possible alternatives. Further, the objectives do not relate to the CIWMP which N3 26
establishes the framework for solid wastz management in the County. Thus, it seems that the
Project’s objectives do nat implement the CIWMP vision for solid waste management.

Land Use Impacts:

i. Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines §15125(d), the DEIR must discuss any
inconsistencies between the proposed project and applicable general plans and regional plans. N3_27
Section 4,1.2.2 of the DEIR describes the Project as compliant with a 2006 Draft General Update
for the City's General Plan. This is an inappropriate criteria for review, as CEQA Guidelines
§15125(e) requires that the plan in effect at the time of the Notice of Preparation be studied.

2. The Project fails to review iis consistency with local/regional plans including the
County integrated Waste Management Plan (CIWMP). 1t is conceivable that the DEIR drafters
failed to review project consistency with the CIWMP because it refers to alternative landfills,
which does not fit with the project proponent's desire to appear as the only potential resource for N3'28
[andtill dumping in the region. Clearly, the CIWMP provides for several other landfills, some of
significant magnitude and capacity, such as the Gregery Canyon Landfill and the expansion of
the Miramnar facility, which have the potential to reduce or complctcly relieve any purponed
strain on the existing Sycamore Landfill.

3. It is unclear from the discussion on page 4.1-7 why most of the undeveloped
Jandfi)l area has been excluded from the MHPA and is “white-heled.” The entire site does not
appear to be disturbed. It does not appear that the biological resources on the entirety of the NS 29
property have been properly disclosed and conserved, in light of the Project site's central position
within the open-space MSCP land, Without information regarding the undeveloped (later Stage
portions of the landfill) it is not possible to determine what impacts the proposed Master Plan
expansion will have on the environmentally sensitive land surrounding property.

4. No analysis is made of the storage methodelogy for intercepted hazardous
materials. Without knowing the meaning of “temporary” storage on the site, or the meaning of|
“periodicaily” sending the hazardous wastes off-site, how can the public determine whether the| . .
potential impacts of this storage and shipment has been properly analyzed and impacts are less N3 30
than significamt? No information is presented as to how hazardous materials are stored, -
managed, handled or disposed of, leaving the reader with no analysis of these impacts. Nor is
there any review of the onsite hezardous waste capacity or the risks of fire, explosions, chemical

San [iego Office: 110 West ""A" Street, Suite 750, San Dieyo, Califomia 52101-3532

Phone: 619-236-1201 Fax: 619-236-0944

RESPONSES TO COMMENT LETTER RECEIVED FROM LOUNSBERY, FERGUSON, ALTONA, &
PEAK, LLP, ATTORNEYS AT LAW, SIGNED BY FELIX M. TINKCV, ESQ., JOHN W WITT, ESQ,, KEN
H. LOUNSBERY, ESQ., DATED APRIL 6, 2008 (LETTER N3} (continued)

Response to Comment N3-26:

SLlis a private landfill facility, the Project objectives reflect that fact, However , 6 of 11 Project objectives
would essist Ihe jurisdictions within San Diego County to achieve their source reduction recycling elements
(SRREs) and to demonstrate that 15 years of countywide or regional permitted solid waste disposal
capacity would be avallable, The vision of the CIWMP is thus incarporated into the Project objectives,

Response to Comment N3-27:

The EIR analyzes any inconsistencies between the Project and the applicable general plars, including the
general plan that was in existence at the time of the NOP as well as the general plan that, although only
proposed at lhe time of the NOP, has since been adopted by the City. The purpose of the required
analysis is to identify inconsistencies that should be evaluated to determine if they would result in a
significant environmental impact. Under Section 15125(d), EIRs are tc analyze any "inconsistencies” with
applicable plans; no analysis is required of the consistencies between the project and the plans.

Using the guidelines of Section 15125{d), the EIR analyzes the only portions of the prior general plan that
created potential inconsisiencies; namely, the Strategic Framework Pian and the relevant community plan,
In addition, the EIR went further than it was required to go, and also evaluated the polential inconsistencies
between the Project and the General Plan that was In draft form at some points of the project processing,
but has since been adopted and is now applicable to the Project.

Respense to Comment N3-28;

The contents of the CIWMP Siting Elsment are summarized in EIR Sections 2,3.1.8, 3.2.1.5 and 3.2.3.2.
EIR Section 3.2.3.2 states thal, for the Profect to be approved, it must be fourd consistent with the CIWMP
Countywide Siting Element by the San Diege LEA, and that the LEA's consistency finding must be affirmed
by the CIWMB. The proposed expansion is consistent with the 2005 San Dlego CIWMP Siting Element,
The 2005 CIWMP anticipated the Sycamore Landfill would be expanded to a capacity of 162 mey, which is
essentially consistent with the 157 mcy described in the EIR. The CIWMP describes daily throughput at
Sycamore at aboul 12,000 tons per day, similar to the 13,000 tons per day addressed in the EIR. The
biggest difference is that the Siting Element assumed the daily throughput capacity would be avaliable at
Project approval. The Project includes a stepped increase of waste acceptance, which is specifically noted
in Siting Element Table 3.4 footnote (2}, but is not reflected in the bogy of the table itself.

The Siting Element does include the propesed Gregory Canyon Landfill, but does not include the recent
SWFP madification at Sycamore to increase daily tonnage or to recognize additional capacity. Also, the
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RESPONSES TO COMMENT LETTER RECEIVED FROM LOUNSBERY, FERGUSON, ALTONA, &
PEAK, LLP, ATTORNEYS AT LAW, SIGNED BY FELIX M. TINKOV, ESQ., JOHN W WITT, ESQ., KEN
H.LOUNSBERY, ESQ., DATED APRIL §, 2008 (LETTER N3} (contirued)

Response to Comment N3-28; (cont'd,)

Siting Element does not consider an expansion of the Miramar Landfifl, Please see Response to Comment
L.4-4, which provides more detail on consistency with the CIWMP, and updates Siting Element information
refated to the physical capacity and dally acceptance of the solid waste system in San Diego County,

Response to Comment N3-29; .

The exclusion of the landfill site from the Muili-Habitat Planning Area (MHPA) {“white-holed") was
determined by the Resource Agencies and the Cily of San Diego at the time that the Multiple Species
Conservation Program (MSCP) and MHPA were established. This was done since i was known at the
time the most of the sile was planned for 1andfill development, which would remove most of the nalive
habitat remaining. The vast majority of the landfilf site has been planned for landfilling since at least as
early as the Cily's issuance of a conditional use permit in 1974, thus when the MSCP Subarea Plan and the
MHPA were planned in the late 1990s, it was with the knowiedge that the land was planned for landfilling
and therefore would not be appropriate MHPA, hence the “white hole," The biological resources present on
portions of the site that were glanned for development under the existing landfill Staged Cevelopment Plan
were identified and mitigated under MND and PDP/SDP 40-0765. A summary of impacts and mitigation
determingd under that permit is contained in EIR Appendix C4, in Voiume 1 of ihe Appendices. Biological
resources within areas outside of the Staged Development Plan, but within the Projest boundaries, are
identified, addressed, and mitigated under this EIR. Remaining lands cutside the Master Plan disturbance
beundaries but within the white-holed site would not be disturbed. As described in the EIR, direct impacts
associated with biological resources are being mitigated, and the only cumulatively significant Siological
impact is o native grasslands. See the discussion in Section 5 of the EIR.

Response to Comment N3-30:

The facility's Hazardous Materials Business Plan for Sycamere Landfill nc. dated March 12, 2008 ouliines
the location of temperary storage of hazardous materials including any hazardous wastes identified in the
wasle stream. The plan is referenced In the EIR and was made available at the City Clerk's office and/or
Development Services Department or LEA during the comment period. This regulatory required plan
outlines emergency procedures for safety, spill response and communication as well as structural
containment for storage of these materials and indicates inspection frequency for these wastes as well as
for other materials used on site such as diesel fuel, propane, waste oil, motor oils and antifreeze. The
California Health and Safety Code defines "temporary” storage of hazardous materials and waste as 90
days or less. The Hazardous Waste Exclusion Program, which also more fuily describes the temporary
storage of hazardous waste in more detail, and is contained in Appendix O of the EIR,

Sycamore Landfill Master Pian Final EIR

RTC-178

September 2008



Comment

LAW OFFICES OF LOUNSBERY, FERGUSON, ALTONA & PEAK, LLP Page 10 of 42 Letter N3
{contd.)
;_.s {? oR ; 1 N3-30
escape-or othe? dangerous events which may arise due to the presence or handling of these
hazardous materials, (cont’d.)

5. No consistency analysis is made with regard to the handling hazardous materials N3_31
on the Project site with all of the applicable general and regional plans.

4. DEIR §4.1.4.2 conflicts with Environmentally Sensitive Lands (ESL) regulations
where the City's Steep Hillside Guidelines Standard 2 states that “development shall be designed
" to minimize grading.” The DEIR maintains that this ESL pelicy “is not applicable te .

development of a landfill,” but the conclusory statement does not appear to be grounded on any N3‘32
exclusion made in the text of the City's guidelines. One must presume that the City's ESL
regulaticns and standards mean what they say, in which case the Project, with its contiruous
grading activities, cannot be said to be in compliance. Instead, the DEIR's preparers state, as
fact, the baseless conclusion that landfills are exempt to the ESL rules on grading, and that the
Project is consistent with City policies.

7. The Project proposed is not in compliance with San Diego Municipal Code
(SDMC) §131.0665 (Qutdoor Amenities in Industrial Zones), which requires that in an TH zone
{the Project is requesting a rezone to an 1H-2-1 zone) “development on a premises that exceeds
10 acres in area shall include an outdoor eating and/or recreational facility. The eutdoor amenity N3'33
shall be at ieast 2,000 square feet in total arca and shall be developed as usable space.” The
Project has not propoased such an outdoor amenity, though it would seem to be required since the
site’is greater than 10 acres in area. Either the project description needs to be medified or a
variance ought to be added to the request.

8. The DEIR failed to perform a consistency analysis with the Mission Trails
Regional Park Master Plan, which is a locai park with significant views of the landfill. The N3_34
Park’s Master Plan and other guiding documents discuss the Sycamore Landfill, but the DEIR
does not retumn the favor. This omissicn may result in the public missing an opportunity to
review potentially significant impacts on the park.

Landform Alteration/Visual Quality Impaects:

1. Figures 4.2-1, 4.2-3, and 4.2-4 purport to identify the areas from which the
proposed landfill expansion will and will not be visible, These figures show a series of four
topographic cross-section lines through the project site and surrounding areas. Figure 4.2-5 then
presents the cross sections, calling out the areas from which the proposed landfill will not be
visible. Unfortunately, the figures are not accurate.  In Figure 4.2-3, Sections A-A’, B-B’ and N3-35
D-D’ clearly identify areas from which the completed landfill will not be visible, while Figures
4.2-1,13 and 4.2-4 do not identify these same areas with the PNV notation signifying “Projeut
Generally Not Visible from this Area.” The cross sections presented in Figure 4.2-5 may be
representative of some cross sections scmewhere, but not the cross section lines depicted in
Figure 4.2-4. Therefore, either the mapping of areas of visibility on Figures 4.2-1, 4.2-3 and 4.2-
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RESPONSES TO COMMENT LETTER RECEIVED FROM LOUNSBERY, FERGUSON, ALTONA, &
PEAK, LLP, ATTORNEYS AT LAW, SIGNED BY FELIX M. TINKOV, ESQ., JOHN W WITT, ESQ,, KEN
H. LOUNSBERY, ESQ., DATED APRIL 6, 2008 (LETTER N3} {continued)

Response to Comment N3.31;

The landfill s an existing permitted facility cperaling in accordance with applicable regulations regarding the
acceptance and handling of hazardous materials. This is described in the EIR in Tabla 1-1 and in Section
7.6.3. Thae landfill would continue to operate under these agplicable reguiations, ‘

Respeonse to Comment N3-32:

The Project requesls a deviation regarding grading as provided for in the City of San Diego Envircnmentally
Sersitive Lands (ESL) regulations' alternative compliance provisions. This is discussed in Section 4.1.4.2
of the EIR, which explains that the landftl, because of its Intrinsic characteristics and that of the site, cannot
cormply with ihe strict steap slcpe regulations that were designed for ether forms of land development. The
Project would minimize its grading lo the maximum extent feasible. However, grading for an efficient,
effeclive landfill operation is substantially different than the grading requited for 2 residential or commercial
development (ypically addressed under ESL. In addition, substantial acreage at the site has developed
since 1963 when the County began operaling the landfill, and these hisloric grading operafions already
have exceeded the steep slope guidelines of ESL. For these reasons, Alternative Compliance, as
described in LDC 143.0151, has been requested as one of the City approvals. The requast for a deviation
and use of Alternative Compliance has been added to the discussion of the requested entitlements on page
1-14 of the Final EIR.

Response to Comment N3-33:

The Applicant is pursuing a deviation from the Qutdoor Amenities in Industrial Z'ones requirement of San
Diego Municipal Code (SDMC}) Section 131.0665. Such a deviation can be granted by City Council as part
of the requested PDP. The requested deviation has been added to the list of requested entitlemeants in
Section 1.6 of the E[R,

Responsea to Comment N3-34;

The Project is nol within the Mission Trails Regiona! Park (MTRP), Potenlial visual impacts of the Project
have been addressed in the EIR's visual analysis, Chapler 4.2, pages 4.2-18, 4.2-47 and 4.2-48. As the
comment indicates, the Master Development Plan for Mission Trails Regional Park (MTRP Pian) identifies
the *500-acre sanitary landfill in Little Sycamore Canyon® as an encroachment en area "naturainess® (Park
Plan, page VIil-2). It does not confain any policies related to views of the Sycamore Landfil from the
MTRF, however, cther than recommending that an analysis be prepared addressing "ultimate reuse” of the
landfil site, and identifying "possible interrelationships with the regional park® (MTRP Plan, page lI-4}. The
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RESPONSES TO COMMENT LETTER RECEIVED FROM LOUNSBERY, FERGUSCN, ALTONA, &
PEAK, LLP, ATTORNEYS AT LAW, SIGNED BY FELIX M. TINKOV, ESQ., JOHN W WITT, ESQ,, KEN
H. LOUNSBERY, ESQ., DATED APRIL 6, 2008 (LETTER N3} {cantinued)

Response to Comment N3-34: (cont'd))
ultimate rsuse of the sile is as open space, and the on-site bulldings have been designed ta be consistent
with the buildings at Mission Trails Regional Park.

Response to Comment N3-35:

Figure 4.2-5 provides the most detailed information on anticipated Project visibility, along the fines of four
cross-seclions passing through the proposed landfll! landform. The areas with the grey shading show
locations where, because of intervening topography, none of the {andfill would be visible. The most
important information plotted in Figures 4.2-1, 4.2-3 and 4.2-4 are the locations of various landscape unit
types, the existing approved and proposed landfill plans, and the locations of various viewpaints from which
photographs were taken and visual simulations were prepared, Those three figures also show generalized
areas within which little or no visibility of the future landfill is expecled {labeled PNV, for "Project Not
Visible"). In general, those figures show that the completed landfll is expected to be visible from much of
Santee, from the northeastern part of Mission Trails Regional Park, from the western slde of Spring
Canyon, and from Fanita Ranch. While the generalized *PNV" areas shown in Figures 4.2-1, 4.2-3 and
4,2-4 may have minor visibility discrepancies compared to Figure 4.2-5, the PNV descripticns were
intended to provide general locations. Mcreover, refinements would not result in any change In the EIR's
conclusion that the visual/landform impacts would be significant and unmitigable.
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4 are wrong, the cross sections in Figure 4,2-5 are wrong, or they are all wrong. In short, this
critical and sensitive issue cannot be reliably evaluated without the correct information,

2. In §4.2.2.4, no basis is provided for concluding that viewers, from the nearby
schoal properties, including swdents, teachers, parents and visiters, wilt only have views for a
“short duration.” Instead, the DEIR presumes that all viewers on such site are focused on
matiers other than their surroundings. Apparently, the DEIR preparers believe that during
recess, outdoor learning activitics, and sporting events all persons on the premises will avert
their eyes from the mountain of trash looming-over the natural hilltops in the srea. These
sensitive receptors are dismissed as being different from those engaged in other forms of active
and passive recreation viewing the landfill; but from a visual impact perspective they are
indistinguishable. ,

3. The DEIR mentions views from the Carleton Oaks Country Club, and shows a
photographic view from the property as it purportedly exists today, but fails to show how the
addition of several hundred feet of parbage on top of the existing land{ill summit and eisewhcre
will affect the visual quality of this active recreation area. This is perhaps because the golf
course is mostly within the bounds of the City of Santee. Note, however that white over 70 acres
of the course is owned by the City of San Diego, and the remainder of the property is within the
City of Santee's boundaries.

4. In §4.2.2.5, the DEIR emphasizes that only public viewpaints were evaluated in
the DEIR because neither the City nor CEQA protect private views. This presumgption is without
basis in fact and law. The City's visual significance criteria makes no such distinction end the
courts have ruled that significant impacts on private views must be analyzed under CEQA.
(Ocean View Estates Homeowners Assn. v Monrecite Water Dist., (2004} 116 Cal. App. 4th
396). Further, private views appear to be of significance to the City, 85 the City’s nuisance
laws, which are fashioned on California Civil Code Section 3479 ef seq.,, which states that
“Anything which is... is indecent or offensive to the senses, or an obstruction to the free use of
property, so as to interfere with the comfortable enjoyment of life... is a nuisance.” The
presence of a trash heap over 1,000 feet tall can be reasonably regarded as offensive to the
senses, and interruptive of “the comfortable enjoyment of life.” Further, the City’s Municipal
Code proscribes public nuisances to private parties which are defined as “any condition czused,
maintained or permitted to exist which constitutes a threat to... a neighborhood, community or to
any considerable numiber of persons, (See §11.0210 and §12.0204) It is contradictory then that
the DEIR fails to analyze impacts on private views given the controlling law on the subject.
Moreover. & failure to study these potential impacts greatly imits the ability of the public to
determine what landform alterations may affect their private property, thus giving no
cansideration for reeders to make a reasoned conclusion as to the scope of the Project. There is
no description or list of those private views which would be visually affected and therefore one
cannot determine the significance of the Project's impacts on them, though the DEIR does
briefly mention their existence.

5. On page 4.2-39, the DEIR states that “The 21 new transmission line structures on
the eastemn slope of Spring Canyon weuld alse be visible to hikers, runners and bicyclists

Commen
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RESPONSES TO COMMENT LETTER RECEIVED FROM LOUNSBERY, FERGUSON, ALTONA, &
PEAK, LLP, ATTORNEYS AT LAW, SIGNED BY FELIX M. TINKOV, ESQ., JOHN W WITT, ESQ., KEN
H. LOUNSBERY, ESQ., DATED APRIL 6, 2008 (LETTER M3) (continued)

Response to Comment N3-36;

The EIR determined that the impacts from the Project (o visual quality were significant and unmitigated,

desgite mitigation requiring contour grading, vegetation and other measures to reduce the impacts on all
viewers.

Response to Comment N3-37:

As Section 4.2 of the EIR shows, viewpginis within the City of Santee were considered in the EIR, The EIR
analyzed a number of viewpoints, including 13 viewpoints that were within tha boundaries of the City of
Santee, all of which were carefully selected based in large part on input from siaff at the City of Santee,
Moreover, the EIR concluded that impacts from the Project lo views would be sigaificant and unmitigated,
50 it did not aitempt to downplay any view impacts regardless of the location of the viewer.

Response to Commant N3-38;
See Response to Comment L4-53,

Response to Comment N3-35:

EIR Appendix V1, page V-23, provides data lo substantiale the generalized statements made in the EIR
text regarding the number of visitors, and their activity level. The "unofficial® character of the trail may have
a bearing on the numbers of trail users; if so, thal degree of use factor was considered in the analysis. See
Appendix V1. In addition, the transmission lines that exist laday at the landfill are visible 1o hikers, bikers
and rurners who use the nearby trails, so the view cf transmission lines would continue to exist in the same
general area, just along the side of the landiill rather than diagonally through it,
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following the existing but unapproved trail in Spring Canyon. However this was found to not
constitute a significant visual impact because of the unofficial status of the treil, the relatively
low number of visitors 1o the area, the activity level of the visitors....” The DEIR provides no
data backing up “low number of visitors” nor their “activity level.” It is simply a groundless
conjecture that there is no significant visual impacts. Further, the status of a trai!, whether
official or not, does not dictate the quality of the visual aesthetics of 2n ares; to the contrary, it
may be that an unofficial trail is more pristine and natural than an official one, and therefore the
imposition of additional man-made, large metallic structvres would terd to have an even greater

significance with regard 10 visual impacts.

Traffic Impacts:

I The traffic/circulation analyses are obsolete, and illustrative of a Project that has
been in process for approximately five years without benefit of regular updates to all technical
studies. The fregway volumes cited in §4.4 of the DEIR and the associated Technical Reports in
Appendices D1, D2, D3 and D4 appear 1o be based on 1999 counts, rather than available 2006
counts. The future volumes are based on projections made at least five years ago with equally
old land use znd network assumptions. The traffic analysis shouid not only validate that site
generation has not changed since 2003 {or 1999 for the freeways), but also empiricaily establish
that area traffic patterns and pianned development have not changed in the last five to nine years
so that prajections of fuwre conditions are both current and accurate. Further, it is surprising
that the traffic study is based upon a single day’s manual traffic counts in August of 2003 {when
schoo! was out), far a project of this magnitude. [t would seem that appropriate measures would
include wraffic study over several days, with school in session, and the use of automatic ceunters
{e.g. rubber strips) rather than manual counting, which cannot be recorded and is prone (o
significant error. Therefore, it is clear that traffic study was inadequate at the time of its
preparation, and is now bath deficient and outdated.

2, Since the traffic study was formulated in 2003, the DEIR continuously it refers to
“future” actions, other projects and conditions at the Syeamore Landfill as occurring in 2007.
Further, the weakness of the traffic analysis is made more clear by virtue of the fact that we now
have the ability to check these “projections™ against real traffic conditions. When such a check
is performed, one finds that the projections fall well short of the actual vehicle counts, In other
wards, the exisiing conditions vary significantly from the predictions of the DEIR. Thus, the
traffic modeling is incorrect and needs to be revised.

3. In Section 4.4.1.1 of the DEIR, the traffic analysis assumes, without evidentiary
support, that the vast majority of project-generated vehicle irips will use SR-52 and then disperse
without relying on surface streets except in the immediate vicinity of the landfill. This
assumption artificially minimizes the size of the study area, As a result, a total of anly four
arterial and/ar surface sireet intersections are analyzed in addition to the freeway ramps at Mast
Boulevard and the freeway itself. This woefully understated scope of the potential impacts is
unreasonable given the Project's goal of becoming the primary depository of municipal solid

waste generated throughout the entire County of San Diego. Since the Project would increase
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RESPONSES TO COMMENT LETTER RECEIVED FROM LOUNSBERY, FERGUSON, ALTONA, &
PEAK, LLP, ATTORNEYS AT LAW, SIGNED BY FELIX M. TINKOV, ESQ., JOHN W WITT, ESQ., KEN
H. LOUNSBERY, ESQ., DATED APRIL 6, 2008 {LETTER N3} (continued}

Response to Comment N3-40:

The traffic volumes were conducied in August 2003, The traffic-count consultants reviewed the driveway
geometrics, and, based on the width of the driveway and the pescentage of heavy vehicles, recommended
against using tubes. Accuracy is compromised with multiple-axie trucks striking the tubes at an angle at
the mouth of (he driveway. There was also a high likelibood of the tubes being dislodged or damaged due
to the weight of the vehicles. Therefore, manual counts were conducied fer every hour of daily operation,
which also provide the ability to determine hourly distribution to and from the driveway. Also, manua}
counts produce records just as tube counts do, and these are provided in Appendix D. Finally, a single day
of data collection is the standard for intersection counts in San Disgo County.

To account for the school traffic, the August counts were augmented by additional counts conducted when
school was in session, and the resu'ting analysts therefore included school trips.

LLG shared concems that traffic volume counts wera in excess of 2-3 years. LLG prepared the validation
memo referenced in Appendix B. This memo shows that counts conducled in February 2006 were
between 4% and 23% lower in five of six peak hours counted at the interchange and Project driveway. The
sixth peak hour showed an increase of 8%, which is within the 10% envelope of daily variation generally
accepted as normal fluctuation by traffic engineering professionals.

Response to Comment N3-41;

The commenter makes global generalizations about the validity of “projections® bul does not identify
specifics (e.g., rip generation, "modeling”, analysis resulls, mitigation measures, eic.). While the study was
initiated in 2002/2003, LLG and the Project team worked steadily on the analysis and mitigation measures
througheut the duration of the sludy, which was completed in 2006. The study stales the datgs of
perishable elements, such as traffic counts, and the study also states approach taken to derive future traffic
projections. The baseline s established at the time of the NOP. Again, the approach of the traffic study

was very conservative, and LLG is confident that, if anylbing, the resulling impacts are overstated rather -
than understated.

Response to Comment N3-42:

As the commenter states, the Sycamore Landfill is a regional facility. Not stated is that the Project is
situated immediately adjacent to the regional-serving State Route 52 and its interchange. Not surprisingly,
the vasl majority of traffic toffrom the facility would be via the adjacent State Route and interchange, The
Project distribution is based on the applicant's projections of future waste hau! routes. LLG does not
believe that future increases in regicnal waste would somehow result in waste haulers' desire to use
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RESPONSES TO COMMENT LETTER RECEIVED FROM LOUNSBERY, FERGUSON, ALTONA, &
PEAK, LLP, ATTORNEYS AT LAW, SIGNED BY FELIX M, TINKQV, ESQ., JOHN W WITT, ESQ., KEN
H. LOUNSBERY, ESQ., DATED APRIL 8, 2008 {LETTER N3} (continuad)

Respanse to Comment N3-42: contd)

surface sireets east of Ihe site rather than the adjacent SR-52 and interchange. Furthermoare, the Project
team discussed primary elements of the draft study, including the study area, with key City of Santee staff
including the City Manager, the City Engineer and the City's on-call enviroamental consultants, and none of
them ever expressed concerns that further arterials in the City should be examined. Finafly, the regional
SANTEC/TE guidelines state that intersections should be considered for evaluation if the Project adds 50
or mere peak hour directional trips. A review of the Project traffic at the study area's easterly-most
intersection (Mast Boulevard/Cuyamaca Street) shows that less than 50 peak hour trips are forecasted,
indicating that the study area is indeed sufficient.
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trip generation 16 gnd}fram the gdﬁll site by nearly 350 percent over the caunted levels in the
‘five-year old waricsud®, it 1 Mificult to comprehend how such a small :‘1mpac_t rifdll.ls" could
properly be set as the study area, especially in light of the fundamcnta_l r_eg_wnal significance and
implications of the Project. The geographical scope of impacts analysis is inadequate because no
evidence or raticnale is given supporting the decision to limit analysis. (Kings County Farm
Bureau v City of Hanford at p. 724).

4. Section 4.4.1.1 of the DEIR reports that 25 percent of existing landfill traffic uses
surface streets, based on a single day of traffic counts at the landfill in January of 2003,
However, the report then projects that only five percent of future landfill traffic will use surf_ace
streets. “This is nat justified based on the evidence presented and is inconsistent with the claims
presented in Appendix D4 “Validation of 2003 Peak Hour Volumes” which concludes that traffic
volumes and patterns have not significantly changed. This assumption seems pamcula.rly self]
serving when increasing congestion on SR-52 would be expected 1o encourage mare drivers to
and from the landfill to seek relief on surface streets.

5. Appendix D1 states that "[flor the purposes of the analysis, the existing
distribution pattern was refined further by factors in future projections provided by Sycamore
Landfill, which accounts for the increased business expected elsewhere in the City and County
of San Diege.” In effect then, the data used for the traffic analysis islbascd upon the Projlect
proponents own business pians, rather than third-party, objective data wzt‘h underlying scientific
ar technical pinnings. This is completely inappropriate and represents little more than a black
box system for determining of potential Project traffic impacts.

6. The DEIR bases the passenger car equivalence (PCE) factor on the existing truck
size. This is misleading given the project’s anticipated growth - growth which assumes closure
of other county landfills. The PCE factor should reflect the assumed future truck mix and be
consistent with the tonnage capacity.

7. The DEIR's PCE factor of 2.0 is toc low because it includes non-ticketed
vehicles. Including these vehicles yields 2 PCE of 1.8 which makes an assumption of 2.0 seem
conservative, but their exclusion yields a PCE of 2.42—warranting a PCE of 2.5 or greater. A
more conservative analysis would have used a PCE of 2.75 or 3.0 and would have not asslumed 4|
linear increase over existing driveway counts, 25 found on page 16 of Appendix l?ll since the
number of employees and passenger cars apparently arc net assumed to ilncrcase with increased
daily tonnage capacity. This failure to account for additiong] future impacts and the .gro?s
underestimation of the PCE figure limit the potential for accurately determining the Project’s|
traffic impacts.

8. Each of Mitigation Measures 4.4.1, 4.4.2, 443, 44.4 and 4.4.5 are based on
average daily traffic volumes without conversion to an appropriate PCE valu_e. As a result, while
the traffic impact analyses were based on a conversion of refuse truck trips to passenges car
equivalents — purportedly in order to measure more accurately what r.h.e actual impacts c0|:|1d
e — mitigation appears to be proposed on a one truck equals one car basis (a PCE of 1.0) which|
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RESPONSES TO COMMENT LETTER RECEIVED FROM LOUNSBERY, FERGUSON, ALTONA, &
PEAK, LLP, ATTORNEYS AT LAW, SIGNED BY FELIX M. TINKOV, ESQ., JOHN W WITT, ESQ., KEN
H. LOUNSBERY, ESQ., DATED APRIL §, 2008 (LETTER N3} continuad)

Response to Comment N3-43:

A number of factors went into the traffic consultants’ determination of the percentage of landfill traffic
predicted lo use surface streets versus SR-52. Looking at the demographics of the region, only residential
and commercial collection trucks currently use surface streets to access a landfill. Appendix D4 “Validation
of 2003 Peak Hour Volumes™ indicates that the current percentage using surface streets has not changed,
because wastes continue to come to the landfill from the same demographic area that has been bringing
wasle to SLI in the past. Upen the closure of Miramar Landfill, however, all of the waste that had been
received at Miramar Landfill to the west would shift to Sycamere Landfill, unless Gregory Canyon Landfill
has opened. Even when Gregory Canyon Landfill opens, the region still depends on the expansion of the
Sycamore Landfill to maet its capacliy needs. !t is clear that a vast majority of the vehicles that are
currently going to Miramar would travel SR-52 from the west fo the east to Sycamore Landflli to dispose of
their wastes. Therefore, the volume of wastes received from the surrounding areas was not increased at
the same rale as the volumes of wastes received in the future from areas further away. The only significant
unmitigated impact for traffic in the EIR is the increased traffic volume on SR-52. It would therefore seem
contradictory to assume that by placing increased volume en SR-52 would be "particularly self-serving.”
Wasle traveling from greal distances to get to the landfill would not take surface streels, but would attempt

to time shift thelr travel to aveid peak periods. Mitigation measure 4.4.5d attempls to accomplish such lime
shifting.

Response to Comment N3-44;

There is no manuval for distribution of tandfill traffic. Traffic distribution was based on actual counts of
existing landfill operations, reasonably foreseeable changes to disposal aptions, e.g., closure of Miramar
Landfill, and sources of waste velume, e.g., use of transfer stations and surrounding communities, and
input from the Applicant. This information was compiled by the professional traffic engineering firm of
Linscott, Law & Greenspan {LLG), and reviewed and approved by the traffic engincers at the City of San
Diego, with input from the City of Santee. Seg also Response to Comment N3-43 above.

SLI is operaling an existing business, and maintains detailed records of its historic business profiles, its
existing customers, and its anticipated cperations, all of which help ensure the accuracy of the data.

Response to Comment N3-45:
The EIR assumes the future truck mix. The passenger care equivalent (PCE) used is conservalive. See
Appendix E of Appendix D1 for evidence demonstrating the appropriateness of using a PCE of 2.0.
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RESPONSES TO COMMENT LETTER RECEIVED FROM LOUNSBERY, FERGUSON, ALTONA, &
PEAK, LLP, ATTCRNEYS AT LAW, SIGNED BY FELIX M. TINKOV, ESQ., JOHN W WITT, ESQ., KEN
H. LOUNSBERY, ESQ., DATED APRIL 6, 2008 {LETTER N3} continuad)

Response to Comment N3-46: .

As described in the EIR in section £.4.1.2 G, Methodology, applying a PCE to passenger cars means that
for each passenger car included in the base traffic count, two cars were considered for analysis. In other
words the entire number of actual gxpected vehicles, whether passenger cars or trucks, was multiplied by
2.0 to take into account the slower-maving trucks. Conlrary to what the commenter implies, the EIR did
use a lingar increase of passenger cars and other delivery vehicles over existing driveway counts, and it is
in fact more conservative since it assumes the total number of vehicles Increases proporiionally to the
number of waste trucks, which is not anticipated to happen. It therefcre overesfimates total vehicles, which
are also multiplied by the PCE of 2.0.

As stated in the EIR, recent studies within San Diege County for the Gregory Canyon Landfill and the
Miramar Landfill used PCE adjustments of 1.5 and 2.0 respectively. Using a PCE of 2.0 for this Project is
reasonable and consistent with industry practice.

LLG believes that using a iinear approach (as opposed to a "fleet-mix" or "fleet-specific” approach)
produces a gross overestimation of traffic, since all trips are increased linearly with tonnage, and all trips
are “penalized” with a PCE faclor.

Response to Comment N3-47:

The mitigation is correct. The miligation measures are triggered by tickets, which account for the vast
majority of heavy fruck trips to and from the landfill. ADT is also included fo catch lighter vehicles. PCE
was used in the analysis to identify the triggers.
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has the effect csappreciably reducing mitigation specifications and the associated mitigation

improvement costs,

9. DEIR Section 4.4.1.1 afternpts to describe the “ticket” traffic count methodology,
but it is difficult to comprehend and likely to produce significant error given that the waste
delivery vehicles range greatly in size, speed, and quantity. The use of a PCE is practicable
when the majority of transit can be expected to be of single vehicle type which has no formal
traffic guidelines imposed upon its usage. In this instance, however, 8 more precise

_methedology should be employed, such as a limit an axles. The axle count can be done simply,
by SLI employees, and takes no more time than the granting of a ticket, al! the while providing a
better analysis of the actual usage of the site.

10.  Appendix D3 states that 43 ] rickets were pulled on January Sth, 2003, and a total
of 3,962 tons of waste was delivered, for an average of 9.19 tons of all waste delivered per
vehicle. However, the traffic study uses a fzctor of eight {8.0) tons of municipal solid waste
(MSW) per vehicle. Assuming that the 431 tickets identified on January 9th, 2003 were also
only carrying MSW, that is, vehicles carrying no greens and C&D materials, as is mentioned
elsewhere in the DEIR, then only 3,190 tons were brought in by the 431 tickets, at a rate of 7.4
tons per vehicle. [f so, why does the DEIR dilute the proposal’s trip generation potential by
using a factor of 8.0 tons per vehicle rather than the 7.4 tons per vehicle actually monitored five
years ago?

11, Ttis uncertain whether the propesed limit of 13,000 tons of daily in-flow includes
greens and C&D materials or whether the real preject includes 13,000 tons per day of MSW plus
an additional 3,500 tons per day of greens and C&D material, as well 300 loads of aggregate
extraction export. If the latter scenarie is true, then the DEIR should - but does net - analyze it.

12.  Appendix D3 claims that 30 percent (129} of the 431 ticket-puiling vehicles
carried greens material {though no evidence of data supporting this number iz provided} and
suggests that the number of vehicles carrying greens material would increase at a rate of 3.0
percent per year (again, no actual statistical data is provided for this assumption, so it is difficult
to determine whether this prediction is conservative or speculative). Based upon the DEIR
figures, if on January 9, 2003, 129 vehicles hauled in 626 tons of greens material this comes to
an average of 4.84 tons per vehicles. Next, assuming the 129 vehicles increase at a rate of 3.0
percent per year and still carry 4.84 tons per vehicle of greens, oniy about 663 tons of greens
material should be expected in 2005, not the 946 tons presented in Appendix D3. This needs to
be revised to show data which supports the assumptions made and to correct for mathematical
errors which create the appearance that nearly 50% of additional storage capacity is necessary to
sccommodate disposal of greens material,

13 DEIR §4.4.1.2 makes very aggressive future roadway improvement assurptions,
including significant maintine freeway and meter rate improvements. Needless to say, if the
cited improvements do not get constructed by the time this proposal is implemented, very
different resulting traffic congestion conditions from those forecast in the DEIR will result.
Those conditions have not been disclosed by the DEIR, and yet, as the Project is worded in the
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RESPGNSES TO COMMENT LETTER RECEIVED FROM LOUNSBERY, FERGUSON, ALTONA, &
PEAK, LLP, ATTORNEYS AT LAW, SIGNED BY FELIX M. TINKOV, ESQ,, JOHN W WITT, ESQ., KEN
H. LOUNSBERY, ESQ., DATED APRIL 6, 2608 (LETTER N3) (continued)

Response to Comment N3-48:
EIR 8ectien 4.4.1.2 describes the concept of tickets. Table 3.2-4 shows the total number of fickets that

would be issued in column 14. Because the Applicant is required 1o track and report tickets, tickets are an
effective way to menitor for mitigation requirements.

Response to Comment N3-49;

As indicated by the commenter and as shown in Apgendix D3 Table 1, 3962 tons of material were accapted
on January 9, 2003, including 3,190 tons of municipal solid waste (MSW), 626 tons of greens and 146 tons
of C&D materials for disposal in the tandfill. The total tickets amounted 1o 431 that day, which yields an
average rale of 919 tons per vehicle, as the commenter noted. The raw data in EIR Appendix D2,
Appendix E, Attachment A titled *Ticket Type Summary” for January 8, 2003 shows that of the 431 tickets
that day, 130 were green material loads and 21 were C&D material for a fotal of 151 non-MSW tickels. The
remaining trips were MSW vehicles which amount tc 431 total - 130 greens - 21 C&D = 280 tickets of
M3W. The average weight per MSW load was therefore 3,190 tons/280 vehicles = 11.4 tons per vehicle.
The traffic analysis and EIR use a factor of 8 tons per vehicle which is conseryative, since il results in
projections of more vehicles (hence more truck trips) than would an analysis using nine tons per vehicle for
the combined waste received or for the MSW vehicles.

Response to Comment N3-50;

Table 3.2-3 In the Project Description in Chapler 3 indicates thal the proposed limit of 13,000 tons per day
Is for MSW only and that with other recyclables added, the total is 16,700 tons per day. The traffic study
includes and analyzes these ancillary recyclable materials in addition to the MSW as pari of its analysis.

Response to Comment N3-51:
Evidence of the number of greens vehicles is found in Attachment A in Appendix D2. The footnote on page
3-31 of the EIR indicates that, in accordance with the CIWMB Siting Element, the ennual increase of

disposal demand in the County would increase at approximalely 2.9% per year. A simitar 3% faclor was
used for recycling.

Response to Comment N3-52:

The traffic study makes reasonzhle assumptions of fulure network improvements for varicus future year
scenarios, many of which are mitigalion measures of the Project that occur In the preceding development
phase. The City of San Diego has provided specific direction as to what improvements should be
considered for the inlerim and future scenarios and requires the improvements to be minimally assured.
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RESPONSES TO COMMENT LETTER RECEIVED FROM LOUNSBERY, FERGUSON, ALTONA, &
PEAK, LLP, ATTORNEYS AT LAW, SIGNED BY FELIX M. TINKOV, ESQ., JORN W WITT, ESQ., KEN
H. LOUNSBERY, ESQ., DATED APRIL 6, 2008 (LETTER N3) conlinved)

Response to Comment N3-52: [cont'd)

The Caflrans {reeway improvements are based on estimates published on the Caltrans and SANDAG
websites. The future increases in ramp meler rates are based on existing traific demand, which the
standard of practice in the region. The an-ramp queue referenced in Table 4.4-13 (EIR Section 4.4.2.2 E)
is & computer-generated estimate with an associated delay of less than 10 minutes. Delays of less than 10
minutes would be less than significant. Neveriheless, long-term impacts until closure would be significant
and unmitigable.
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1AW OFFICES OF LOUNSBERY, FERGUSON, ALTONA & PEAK, LLP ragetsoraz  LOMtEr N3
L TN L A :
il 3 (cont'd.)

DEIR, it would preceed regardless (for instance, the improvement of SR-52 need not be
completed, but rather that the City Engineer be satisfied that the SR-52 improvemen: has besn N3
approved by Caltrans in order to allow the Project to expand further. Given that Caltrans project '52
can run upwards of 5-10 years for major improvements, there must be a full analysis of the (cont’d)
potential impacts of the expansion prior to the completion of the improvements). No Project '
approval for expansion should be granted before the necessary infrastructurs is in place in order
1o fully mitigate impacts. According to the DEIR itself, failure to do so could reselt in vehicle
queues running over a mile long.

14, Mitigation Measure 4.4.5a states that the freeway improvements shall be assured
1o the City Engineer's satisfaction “(p]rior to landfill expansion to 2,150 tickets...” The traffic N3‘53
study is based on maximum landfill trip generation of 1,525 tickets in 2025 including 300
aggregate trucks. Expansion of the landfill to 2,150 tickets has not been analyzed in the DEIR
and is not a part of the Project Description.

15, Impacts 4.4.3 and 4.4.5 assume meter rates of approximately 2,400 for the Mast
Boulevard on-ramp to the westbound SR-52, despitz the freeway operating at LOS F(3) N3_54
conditions, which is inconsistent with freeways operating at such high levels of congestion.
Without evidence pointing to a meter rate of 2,400, it appears that the assumption is
unjustifiable.

16, In Section 4.4.2.4, the DEIR refers to a Table 3.2-5 which is not attached. If the
reference was intended to have been made to Table 3.2-4, it should be noted that there is an
inconsistency within that 1able as it forecasts 113 vehicles bringing in the pgreens material in
2010 which is less than the 130 vehicles claimed to be carrying this material currently (in other N3“55
wards, the figure does not take into aceount the growth rate of 3 percent per year as claimed on
page 4.4-5). Furthermore, this number assumes that 113 vehicles will carry 1,713 tons of greens
material, which would be the equivalent of }5.16 tons per vehicle—much greater than the
assumed capacity of 8.0 tons per vehicle.

Biolegy Impacts:

1. Several of the biotic surveys found in the Biological Resources review (Section N3'56
4.3 of the DEIR) were perfermed in 2000-2003 with little or no update to represent present day
conditions,

i At page 4.3-1, the DEIR states that it is using biological cenditicns extant in 2060
as its “existing conditions” baseline for purposes of evaluating project-related biology impacts.
According to the DEIR, SLI hes token this approach because the 2003 Cedar Fire destroyed
much of the then-existing habitat and not enough time has past for the natural habitat matrix to
grow back. The DEIR then goes on to state; “If the habitat composition has changed since the | N3-57
2003 Cedar Fire, it is likely that native habitat, that was intact prior to the fire, has since been
converted Lo non-native grassland, or is now dominated by other non-native species.” V.Vlj.ilc we
agree there is some benefit in referring to pre-fice site conditions for purposes of anticipating
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RESPONSES TO COMMENT LETTER RECEIVED FROM LOUNSBERY, FERGUSON, ALTONA, &
PEAK, LLP, ATTORNEYS AT LAW, SIGNED BY FELIX M. TINKOV, ESQ., JOHN W WIFT, ESQ., KEN
H. LOUNSBERY, ESQ., DATED APRIL 6, 2008 {(LETTER N3) continued)

Response to Comment N3.53;
Saction 4.4.1.2 £ and Appendix D3 of the EIR state that aggregate trucks are assumed to cease operation
in year 2020. Therefore, the 300 aggregate truck tickels do not count against the year 2025 landfil traffic

irip generalion, since their operation wou!d have ceased upon the completion of extraction of aggregate
{rom the base of the facility.

Response to Comment N3-54;

LLG used the prevailing standard cf practice 1o determine ramp meler fow-rates, described in detail in
Section 8.3 of the Traflic Impact Analysis. The flow-rate was established based on opening day volume,
taken from Figure 10-2 (Year 2010 volumes). These volumes include "permitted” Sycamare Landfil traffic

volumes (620 tickets’ worth of traffic), to which a PCE of 2.0 is epplied, resulling in the approximately 2,400
peak trips shown.

It could be argued that the effect of PCE is minimal in the conlext of a ramp meter analysis, since the
cumbersome oﬁerational characteristics of the heavy vehicles that the PCE attempls o quantify are not as
pranounced as when heavy vehicles are accelerating or decelerating toffrom free-flow speeds, or
negotiating freeway grades - vehicle operations that the PCE was originally developed 1o help represent.

Thus, if PCE has a negligible effect given the already slow movement of traffic Ihrough a ramp meter, then
the flowrates used would be lower (taking out PCE}, and the volumes analyzed would also be fower (again

laxing out PCE), Conversely, if PCE-volumes are to be analyzed, PCE-affacted flow rates also should be
used.

Response to Comment N3-54: jcont'd)

Ulimately, significance is based on delay, with a 15-minute threshold. The analysis in question showed an
8-minute delay calculation, which is 53% of the fotal capacity available within that 15-minute envelope.
This delay component {not the queue) Is why no significant cumulative impacts were calculated.

Response to Comment N3.55:

The commenter is correct thal ihe reference should be to Table 3.24. The base value for greens intake at
Project approval would be 650 tons per day, very similar ta the commenler's value of 683 fons per day.
With application of a 3% growth rale per year, projections for greens in 2028 was calculated at 1,245 tons
per day, as shown in Table 3.2-3. Projected growth is related to the daily tonnage, not the number of
vehicles. See also Response to Comment N3-51. Regarding the weight of greens per vehicle, the
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RESPONSES TO COMMENT LETTER RECEIVED FROM LOUNSBERY, FERGUSON, ALTONA, &
PEAK, LLP, ATTORNEYS AT LAW, SIGNED BY FELIX M. TINKOV, ESQ., JOHN W WITT, ESQ., KEN
H. LOUNSBERY, ESQ., DATED APRIL 6, 2008 (LETTER N3) (continued)

Responsa to Comment N3.55; (cont'z)
commenter's statement concerning 113 vehicles in 2010 carrying 732 tons of greens (as shown in Table
3.2-3), that tonnage would result in 6.5 tons per vehicle, not 15.16.

Responsa to Comment N3.56: :

See Response to Comment N2-1. The EIR acknowledges the presence of protected species on-site, and
includes data relevant to the existing conditions present cn-site at the time the NOP was published,
Compliance with the legally required provisions of the Migratory Bird Treaty Act were recognized as
mandatory {EIR Seclion 4.3.4.2 A) and such compliance would aveid significant impacts {o all migratory
birds, whether known on-site or nat (ER Section 4.3.4.3 A). No further mitigation is required.

Response to Comment N3.57:
See Response to Comment N2-1.
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AW OFFICES OF LOUNSBERY, FERGUSON, ALTONA & PEAK, LLP

whal _willfqvén'tl.i‘l_ly: Qro“r back in the impact area if the project were not implemented, we
disagre€ that t#t ity and SLI have no obligation to survey the site currently and provide a full,
accurate deseription of biological conditions at the site as they exist today. [n the absence of an
up-to-date survey of existing habitat and species, there is no guarantee that the DEIR has
adequately identified all sensitive plants and animals that may be affected by the project, Ner is
there any way to confimm the very speculative statement that natural habitat in the burn areas
have been colonized by non-native species. Given that biology surveys are routine for this kind
of project, and given that no such survey has been conducted at the site in more than four years
(i.e., prior to the Cedar Fire), the City should have required a new survey as part of this DEIR.
Failing to do so renders the document inadequate under CEQA, What the DEIR assumes are
“existing conditions” are simply not “existing conditions.”

3. As indicated above, many of the technical studies used on which the EIR relies
were performed more than four years ago. The biology section, for example, is based site
surveys conducted by Merkel & Associates in 2001 and additional survey conducted by RECON
in August 2003, RECON did perform two surveys in 2005, but these were done solely to update
data on the Quino Checkerspot Butterfly. The decision not to perform a new and compiete
hiolegical resource survey of the site is ail the more remarkable in light of the Cedar Fire of]
Qctober 2003, which burmed large areas of the subject property. Although most scientists expect
that the pre-fire resources will return, there is also the possibility that new plants and habitat
matrices — in¢luding some that require the heat of wildfires to generate — have sprouted up, thus
adding new species to the palette, Without an updated, comprehensive survey, there is no way 1o
know if this has occurred. Not can one determine if the proposed project will adversely affect
these potentially sensitive, but previously-unreported, species.

4. At the top of page 4.3-6, the DEIR staies that “[m]ost of the native vegetation
within and immediately adjacent to Sycamore Landfill was bumed during the Cedar Fire in
October 2003. Table 3.4-1, however, indicates that only 17.8 acres of the landfill's land area
(totaling 652.5 acres) constitute “bumn area.” These statements seem in conflict. If they can be
recanciled, this should be explained clearly in the DEIR.

5. In the second paragraph of page 4.3-6, the DEIR indicates that coastal sage scrub,
chaparral, and riparian communities have already begun to recover in the areas bumed in the
2003 Cedar fire, and that within the Jandfill area, native western sycamore and laurel sumac havel
likewise resprouted in the fire impact zone. These data tend to rebut the EIR's eactier statement,
set forth on page 4.3-1, that habitat in the bumn areas “likely™ has been converted to non-native

species. Such contradictory statements leave the reader (1) confused and (2) less than confident)

that the information in the DEIR is accurate.

6. On page 4.3-15, the DEIR indicates that the Merkel field survey, conducted in
2001. identified only three sensitive species on-site: the coastal California gnatcatcher
(Polioptita colifernica), the grasshopper sparrow (dmmodramus savarmarum perpallidus), and
the western spadefoot toad (Scaphiopus hammondr), This statement, however, misrepresents the
Merkel survey and grossly undemeperts the many sensitive species observed by Merkel during
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(cont'd.)

N3-57

(cont'd} ©

N3-57a

N3-58

N3-59

N3-60

RESPONSES TO COMMENT LETTER RECEIVED FROM LOUNSBERY, FERGUSON, ALTONA, &
PEAK, LLP, ATTORNEYS AT LAW, SIGNED BY FELIX M. TINKOV, ESQ,, JOHN W WITT, ESQ., KEN
H. LOUNSBERY, ESQ.,, DATED APRIL 6, 2008 (LETTER N3} (continusd)

Response to Comment N3-57a:
See Response to Comment N2-1,

Response to Comment N3.-58:

Thera Is no discrepancy; the entire site, except for graded areas, was burned In October 2003, The “burn
area" shown in EIR Table 4.3-1, Section 4.3.1.1, represents the area classified by RECCN in the 2003
survey, which had been bumed in a previous fire that occurred several vears before the Cedar Fire. (Ses
Biological Techrical Repord, Appendix C1, Introduction, and Existing Conditions, Section B.4,)

Response to Comment N3-59;

The EIR and the biologicat report are conservative in assuming that the habitats thal were present n the
sile prior to October 2003 would recover, end mitigation is proposed on that basis for areas thal would be
disturbed by the Project. The lext in EIR Seclion 4.3 does not say that the habitat composition has
changed; it says "IF" the habitat composition has changed, i would have charged in a particular way, If an

area is bumned muliiple times with little recovery time between fires, the former habital type may conver {o
non-nalive grassland.

Response to Comment N3-60:

Merke! & Associates (2001) observed 15 sensilive species in the Project area, although some of them were
chserved outside of the curren! landfill Project limits. The EIR lext is correct: the Merkel 2001 study
idenfified enly three sensitive species wilhin areas proposed fo be disturbed by the Project. The resulls are
plotted in Figure 4.3-3, prepared by RECON. Specles ohserved by Merkel & Associates that fall within the
areas proposed {o be disturbed by the landiill or ancillary facilities (orange hatched areas) are the Coastal
California gnatcatcher, the Scuthem California Rufus-crowned sparrow, and the grasshopper sparrow. As
f_or the western spadefoot toad, please see Response 1o Comment F2-11. '

Sycamore Landfill Master Plan Final EIR

RTC-190

September 2008



Comment

LAW OFFICES OF LOUNSBERY, FERGUSON, ALTONA & PEAK, LLP
ST B
1] e My Py
its site visits in 2000 and 2001. According to RECON's Biological Technical Report (Appendix
C-1, Attachment 5}, Merkel observed the following fiffeen sensitive wildlife species on-site:

Western spadefoot toad
Orange-throated whiptail

San Diego homed lizard

Red diamond rattlesnaks
Two-striped garter snake
White-tailed kite

Cooper’s hawk

California homned lark
Loggerhead shrike

Coastal California gnatcatcher
Bell’s sage sparrow

Southern California rufous-crowned sparrow
Grasshopper sparrow .
San Diego black-lailed jackrabbit
Southern mule deer

» = 2 8 & & B 8 & 4 & 8w @ @

Each of these fifieen species meets the DEIR's definition of “sensitive” — yet the EIR
indicates that Merkel only observed three “sensitive™ species on the property, which is patently
false. As a result, the public has been misinformed about the number and type of sensitive
species that inhabit the project site and could be adversely affected by the proposed landfill
expansion.

7. According to the Biojogical Technical Report, neither Merkel nor RECON
conducted focused surveys for any wildlife species other than the California gnatcatcher and the
Quino Checkrspot butterfly. Given the wide array of other sensitive reptile, amphibian, a.nd
avizn species that have been observed at the site or have the potential to use or reside at the site,
additional locused studies were warmanted and should have been conducted. They were not; and|
as a result, the biclogical data is incomplete,

8. Of the hundreds of bird species in Californie, only thirteen have been assigned
“Fully Protected™ status under California Fish & Game Code section 3511. T‘:To permits or|
licenses may be issued to “take” eny of these birds. As a result, the birds enjoy a level of]
protection higher than that accorded species on the state and federal threatened and endang_ered
lists. One of the thirteen Fully Protected birds is the white-tailed kite (Elanus feucurus), a pair off
which has been observed at the praject site since at least 2001. On the basis of this observation,
one would have expected SLI 1o have (1) identified where the pair of white-tailed kites hﬂd_been
observed, including where they had nested, (2) conducted a focused survey for the species to
determine if others were in residence, (3) disclosed whether the proposed project would or would
not affect the kites or their nest(s), and (4) identified the precise mitigation measures, if any, that
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{cont'd.)

N3-60

{cont'd)

N3-61

N3-62

RESPONSES TO COMMENT LETTER RECEIVED FROM LOUNSBERY, FERGUSON, ALTONA, &
PEAK, LLF, ATTORNEYS AT LAW, SIGNED BY FELIX M. TINKOV, ESQ., JOHN W WITT, ESQ., KEN
H. LOUNSBERY, ESQ., DATED APRIL 6, 2008 (LETTER N:3) (continued)

Response to Comment N3-61:

Surveys were conducted in accordance with the City's Guldelines for Conducting Biclogical Surveys, Table
1(2002) {Biclegical Survey Guidelines). Focused surveys are only required for listed, narow endemics,
and as required by MSCP condilions of coverage. Of the species cbsarved onsite, it was determined that
focused surveys for the California gnatcatcher and Quina Checkerspot Butterfly were required in
accordance with Table 1 of the Cily's Blological Guidelines. Fieldwork for other sensitive species was
conducted as part of the general surveys.

Response to Comment N3-62:

The comment correctly notes that the white-tailed kite Is a Califarnia Fully Protected Species and it thus is
unlawful to take or possess one at any time, excepl in speclal circumstances. In addition, the City
considers birds of prey (raplors) as sensitive avian species and miigation is required if Projzct construction
occurs during the raplor breeding season (February 1-September 15). For these reasons, and according to
the City regulations, a preconstructicn meeting is required prior to issuance of any grading permits and a
qualfied biclogist must survey for any raptors' nests — including the White-tailed kite — 1o ensure that any
such nests within 500 feet of either landfill or ancillary facilities to be construcied during the nesting season
would be protected. In addition, if & site has a potential to support nests and nesting raptors and such
nests andfor nesting raptors are present during tandfill or ancillary facility construction, comaliance with the
Migratery Bird Treaty Acl/Section 3503 is required and would preclude any potential for direct impacts to
any raplors, cluding the White-tailed kite (MM 4.3.6).

"Taxe" under California Fish & Game Code Section 3511 means to hunt, pursue, catch, capture, or ill, or
altempt to hunt, pursue, cafch, capture, or kil The applicant is net proposing to hunt, pursue, catch,
capture, or Xill, or 1o attempt to hunt, pursue, calch, caplure, or kill any migratery bird. As is done
throughout the State of Califoria, the appticant would remove vegetation during non-nesting seascn, or, if
a biologist documents thal there are ne active nests, within the area planned for disturbance as required for
compliance with the federal Migratory Bird Treaty Act (EIR Section 4.3.4.2}. This would protect any €ggs or
Immature birds that are incapable of flying away from the area lo be impacted. Vegstation removal for this
Project would be accomplished as it is for other Projects in the State of Caiifornia using large, noisy
methanized vehicles. Birds flush away fiom such vehicles long before there is any potential for harm, By
aveiding vegetation clearing during the resting szason andior surveying for and subsequently protecting
active nests, the applicant would not be killing or atfempting to kill any immature bird species. Because the
mature birds would flush and fly away the applicant would nat be killing er aftempting to kil any mature bird
species.
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Comment

LAW OFFICES OF LOUNSBERY, FERGUSON, ALTONA & PEAE, LLP
e VL]
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would prevent such impacts from cccurring.” Unfartunately, SLI did none of these things. The
DEIR treats the white-1ailed kite - arguably the most sensitive and protected species on site — as,
an afterthought, stating only that impacts to nesting Cooper's hawks and white-tailed kites
"require specizl impact avoidance measures that are described in the Mitigation Measures
section.” (DEIR, p. 4.3-22), None of the mitigation measures, however, expressly addresses

white-tailed kites or describes a process for avoiding impacts to the species. The only one that
comes close is Mitigation Measure 4.3.6, which provides in pertinent that:

“A qualified biologist shall conduct a survey of Cooper’s hawks or
other raptors’ nest to protect Cooper’s hawks or other raptors
within 300 feet of the propesed landfill or ancillary facilities to be
constructed during the following nesting season, February 1 to
September 15, [f raptor nests are present, constructian activities
shall not occur within a 300-foot avoidance zone from each active
nest site until fledglings are fully independent of the nest, as
determined by the biologist.” (DEIR, p. 4.3-32)°

This mitigation measure is inadequate to safeguard white-tailed kites in the manner
required by their Fully Protected status. First, it does not prevent SLI from conducting
construction activities outside the February 1 — September 15 timeframe that might injure kites
or damage their nests. Second, it provides white-tailed kites no protestion whatever from
impacts associated with the operation of the expanded landfill. As a result, such impacts require
a mandatory finding of significance. Failure to make such a finding is a violation of CEQA.

9. The proposed project will cause the loss of 4.72 acres of native grasslands {DEIR,
p. 5-11), the very habitat that white-tailed kites use for forage. Despite this foreseeable impact
on the kite, however, the DEIR neither discloses it nor analyzes it; and while the DEIR does
recommend that the iost native grasslands be replaced as part of the ultimate closure of the
tandfill, this won't happen for 25 years. In the interim, the loss of bird forage area will remain
unmitigated.

10.  Figure 4.3-3 of the DEIR purports to depict where all sensitive plant and wildlife
species have been observed on site. However, the list of wildlife species on the figure is
incomplete. Under the heading “Merkel & Assoclates, Ine. (2001),” the figure identifies only 11
specics, not the 15 that Merkel actually observed as noted in the Biological Technical Report
{Appendix C-1, Attachment 5). Missing from the list are; the white-tailed kite, the California
horned lark, the southern mule deer, and the Cooper’s hawk.” As a result, the figure does not
indicate where Merkel observed these species on the project site, so it is impossible to delermine

the extent 1o which they will be affected by project construction and/ar operation.

3 According to the EIR, White-tailed kites are “known 10 roost in large commimal groups (RECON 2003)." (DEIR,
p.4.3-15) This suggests that more than one pair of kites may exist at the project site,

® A similar mitigation measure is proposed for the electrical ransmission line relocation projeet. See, MM 6.3.8.
{DEIR, p. 4.3-36)

7 This same problem is repeated on Figurs 4.3-4.
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{confd.)

N3-62
(cont'd.)

N3-63

{Former comment 64 moved to 57a)

N3-65

RESPONSES TO COMMENT LETTER RECEIVED FROM LOUNSBERY, FERGUSON, ALTONA, &
PEAK, LLP, ATTORNEYS AT LAW, SIGNED BY FELIX M. TINKOV, ESQ., JOHN W WITT, ESQ., KEN
H. LOUNSBERY, ESQ., DATED APRIL 6, 2008 (LETTER N3] (continueg)

Response to Comment N3-62: (contd,)

Since the vehicles would be clearing vegetation they would not be hunting, pursuing, calching, or capturing
and would not be allempling to hunt, pursue, catch, or capture any bird species, In addition, as previously
menlioned, preconstruction surveys must be completed prior to the commencement of any work.

Response fo Comment N3-63;

The landfil perimeter road would be constructed early in the development of the Project. As described in
EIR Section 5.3.3, and shown in Figure 4.1-5, at least 12 acres of native grassland species would be
planted west of the perimeter road immediataty folowing road canstruction, This new acreage would more
than compensate for the loss of 4.72 acres of the habitat elsewhere on the site. As described in EIR
Seclion 5.3.3, eventually more than 300 acres of native grassiand spacies would be planted on the closed
portions of the landfill. These actions are not shown as mitigation because they are being done for
environmental contral, and not mitigalion, per se. However, it is anticipated that no long-term reduction in
nalive grassland haditat as a result of the Project, and no long-term impects lo foraging areas of white-
taileg kites would occur.

Response to Comment N3-64:
Former Response to Comment N3-64 has been moved to become Response to Comment N3-57a.

Response to Comment N3.-65:
RECON utilized and built on the Merkel Associates report of 2001, and prepared EIR Figure 4.3-3 depicting
locations of sensilive specigs. However, the Merkel report did not map specific Iccations for several of the
wildlife species observed, including the white-tailed kite, the California horned lark, the southern mule deer,
and the Cooper's hawk, as noted in the comment. The two-striped garter snake was also observed by
Merkel personnel, but was not mapped, as demonstrated by the Merkel report Figure 6. None of these
species axcgpl for the white-tailed kite were observed by RECCN. I should be noted that the presence of
these species Is related to the habitat on-site, not the specific area in which the species was found, No
nests were observed for the white-lailed kite or Cooper's hawk. Sensitivily is also based on nesting and the
EIR contains mitigation measures to protect nesting of sensitive species.
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11, On page 4.3-17, the DEIR provides the following example of a “secondary
change” in the environment which, in turn, causes an indirect impact on biclogical resources:
“For example, the dust from heavy equipment that would result from grading for a sewage
treatment plant could settle on nearby vegetation and interfere with photosynthetic processes....”
Ironically, this DEIR never actually analyzes the very impact it uses as an example of how
indirect impacts are created. Although the project will generate tremendous amounts of dust
(measured as PMio and PMz.s), during both the construction phase and the operations phase, the
DEIR fails to assess whether such dust will adversely affect sensitive vegetation on site. We

' recognize that the EIR takes the position that PMic and PMz.s levels will be mitigated to below
State and Federal Air Quality Thresholds through watering; but, as discussed below, the DEIR
assumes 2 95% efficiency rate for this form of mitigation, while the South Coast Air Quality
Management District — the presumptive experts on air emissions in southern California — has
determined that such mitigation has only a 60% efficiency rate. Moreover, regardless of whether
the dust is adequately mitigated as an air qualipy impact, this does not relieve the DEIR of its
duty to assess dust as a biology impact.

12, On page 43-21, the DEIR describes impects on variegated dudleya, including
dudleya located outside the MHPA, As part of this description, the DEIR states that 12,225 of]
the affected dudleya plants were amang those “previously avoided under provisions of PDP/SDP
40-0765 along the western side of the landfill site.” In effect, then, the DEIR acknowledges —
without stating explicitly — that SLI will ro longer be complying with the mitigation measures it
previously committed to when PDP/SDP-40-0765 was approved. However, the DEIR’s biology
discussion fails to explain the ramifizations of this breach of SL1's permit conditions. Nor does
the biology discussion make clear whether PDP/SDP-40-0765 and its mitigation conditions wil
be amended or superseded by this project. It is also impertant to know whether the 12,225
dudleya that will be removed with this project formed all or just a portion of the mitigation for
the dudleya plants destroyed as part of PDP/SDP-40-0763. Likewise, it is important to know the
totai pumber of plants lost thropgh implementation of PDP/SDP-040-0765. Without these two
pieces of information, one cannot tell whether the mitigation proposed here is equal to or greater
than that previously imposed or, on the other hand, constitutes a kind of “erosion” of plant
numbers (i.e., with each new iteration of the preject, the number of “mitigated” plants actually
goes down). Unfortunately, the OEIR does not provide the data necessary for such a
detenmination.

13, By adding the variegated dudieyas lost through Impact 4.3.2 (411) to those lost]

through Impaet 4.3.3 (12,636}, one gets a total Joss figure of 13,047 dudleya plants, which the

" DEIR admits may be low because the site surveys were conducted late in the season. (DEIR, p.
43-21). To this figure, one must then add the 153 dudleya lost due to the transmission line
relocetion project, bringing the total to 13,200, Yet the DEIR provides a hopelessly confusing
explanation of how impacts to these 13,200 variegated dudleya will be mitigated.

$pecifically, MM 4.3.2 (which is combined with MM 4.3.3) states that landfill impacts
on dudieya come to 12,636 (12,621 outside the MPHA and 15 in the MPHA), which completely
misses the 411 affected dudleyas actually identified in Impact 4.3.2.  Then the DEIR indicates

that the loss of these 12,326 dudleya will be mitigated on parcel 366-080-29 according to the
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RESPONSES TO COMMENT LETYER RECEIVED FROM LOUNSBERY, FERGUSCN, ALTONA, &
PEAK, LLP, ATTORNEYS AT LAW, SIGNED BY FELIX M. TINKOV, ESQ,, JOHN W WITT, ESQ., KEN
H. LOUNSBERY, ESQ., DATED APRIL 6, 2008 {LETTER N3) tcontinusg)

Responsa to Comment N3-66:

The EIR addresses dust control measures. These measures would be adequate to reduce impacts of dust
on sensitive plant species.

Response to Comment N3-67;

SLI has fully compiied with the permit conditions for POP/SDP 40-0765, which avaided impacts tq 12,225
dudleva. It was nevar the infent of PDP/SDP 40-0765 that these species be conserved, mesely avoided.
The EIR dJs:closes the extent of impacts to dudleya expected if the Project is approved, and identifies 3
feasible mitigation program for mitigating such impacts. Mitigation for actual impacts to dudleya incurred

under the PDP/SDP is reported in EIR Appendix CBa, Page 6 of EIR Appendix G4 identifies the number of
dudleya impacted by POP/SDP; 8,5670.

Response to Comment N3-63:

The total number of variegated dudieya expected to incur impacts as a result of the Project Is 12,636, as
tallied in Table 4.3-2, incluging 12,225 plants previously avoided under MND 40-0765, and 396 plants
elsewhere in APN 366-041-01 not impacted under MND 40-0765. Al of these plants would be translocated
to the dudleya mifigaticn parcel, APN 266-080-29. These would be supplemented by other plants grown
from sesd or cuttings, to ensure 70% survivorship (8,846), as descrived in EIR Appendix CB. It s
anticipated that many more than the minimum number of plants would be transiocaled, as demonstrated in
the planting program implemanted for the 2002 MND, and reported in EIR Appandix C8a.

Response to Comment N3-69:
Ses Response to Comment N3-68,
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translocation plan in DEIR Appendix C8. However, the DEIR fails to identify how many plants|
will actually be transiocated. Instead, the DEIR describes RECON's translocation efforts from
2005, which were conducted as mitigation for impacts to dudleya caused by implementation of]
stages 1{, [1}, and IV the landfill - a different project than the one currently under review.

The DEIR goes on 1o state that a total of 20,000 dudleya have been planted at parcel 366-
080-29 and that RECON intends to plant another 8,000 dudleya when conditions are wetter.
Again, no part of this discussion appears to relate to mitigation for the variegated dudleya te be
lost as part of the proposed project. Instead, it is a report on translocation efforts related to the
stage L1 111, and 1V projects approved a number of years ago.

Te make matters worse, the text of the DEIR does not jibe with the text of the technical
appendices. For example, in the first paragraph on page 4.3-29, the DEIR states: “The approved
Dudleya translocation plan calls for survivorship of 70% of the salvaged dudleya, or 8,4q0
compared to 28,000 plants planned to be planted.” However, the translocaticn plan (Appendix
C8) actualiy says something different. It calls for 70% survivorship of the 10,825 translocatlcd
individuals, which comes w 7,578 plants, not §,400. This number is then trimmed again.
According 1o the translocation plan, only 50% of the surviving translocated individuals must be
mature flowing plants capable of reproduction, This drops the actual number of self-susta_ining
variegated dudleya to 3,789, The DEIR suggests that any shortfell in salvaged plants will be
made up by instailing nursery-grown seedlings. although the documents is rather conﬁ.{sed on
this point. The translocation plan, however, mentions seedlings only generally and provides no
information as to how many will be planted as part of this project’s mitigation strategy.

Uhimately, one leaves with the impreseion that project impacts on 13,047 Vari.egated
dudleya plants will not be mitigated on anything approaching a 1-to-1 ratio. If mitigation f9r
Impacts 4,3.2 and 4.3.3 will be performed according to the methods and criteria set forth in
RECON’s translocation plan, the mitigation percentage is only 20% (3,789 + 13,047).

Of course, this mitigation percentage will improve by some measure, provided enough
nursery-grown seedlings are planted at the mitigation parcel. As mentioned above, however,
neither the DEIR nor the translocation plan indicates how many seedlings will be installed, so
there is no way to know if the mitigation gap will be filled adequately.

The ather major problem with the DEIR’s approach to dudleya mitigation is that'il
provides only cryptic information as to the success rates of prior translocation efforts. While
both the DEIR and the transiccation plan state how many varfegated dudleya have been planted|
al the mitigation. parcel since 2005, they do not indicate how many dudleya plants (mature and
non-mature) currently exist on the parcel. Nor does either document disclose how many of the
original mitigation cohert (both salvaged plants and seedlings). have survived and we self-
sustaining (i.e., reproductive). The circumstantial data — wh?ch is ai! that has been pTOl\FldEd -
suggests that only small numbers of translocated dudleya hth? actuall'y matured am.i survived ﬁ?r
multiple years, and that their ranks must constantly be replenished with new seedlings grown in
nurseries, [f this is so, the project’s entire dudleya mitigation strategy is suspect. The DEIR
must disclose all information relevant to the prior translocation efforts; without such
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RESPONSES TO COMMENT LETTER RECEIVED FRGM LOUNSBERY, FERGUSON, ALTONA, &
PEAK, LLP, ATTORNEYS AT LAW, SIGNED BY FELIX M, TINKOV, ESQ., JOHN W WITT, ESQ,, KEN
H. LOUNSBERY, ESQ., DATED APRIL 6, 2008 {LETTER N3) {continued)

Response to Comment N3-70:

The status of dudieya translogation for MND 40-0765 is provided in this EIR as evidence of the feasibility of
such translocation relative fo the Project impacts.

Response to Comment N3-71: .

The Dudleya Translocation Plan was prepared in 2006, when the estimated number of dudleya expected to
be Impacted was 10,825, and not updated when the EIR was completed. Based on updated infarmation,
thal value would be changed from 10,825 10 12,636. The 70% and 50% criteria, previously approved by
the Resource Agencies In the 2002 MND 40-0765, remains unchanged. Thus, the minimum number of
surviving plants (0%} would be 8,645; and the minimum number of fiowering plants would be 50% of fhat,

or 4,423. In order to achieve this goal, the salvaged dudleya would be supplemented by plants propagated
in the nursery frem on-site sead stock.

Response to Comment N3-72; .
Contrary lo the commenter's assertion, and as demonstrated in the Dudleya Translocation Plan, EIR

Appendix CBa, many more variegated dudieya would be planted and maindained than were impacted, in
order o axceed the minimum values listed above,

Response to Comment N3-73;

The Dudleya Translocalion Plan describes the success of a previous variegaled dudleya translocation
effort assaciated with the construction of SR-52 batween the Sycamore Landfil and Mission Tralls Regional
Park. The mosl recent check of the ranslocated population showed that salvaged piants and recruited
seediings were still persisting after 10 years.

In Seplember 2007, RECON prepared a progress repert for the Dudleya translocation efforts at Sycamore
Landfill (see Appendix CBa), The report describes the success of the planting of aporoximately 12,000
salvaged and propagated dudleya ihat were planted at the translocation site in January 2005, As concluded
in the investigation, dudteya have grown and flowered each year even with below normal ratnfall.
Pollinatars have been observed te focus on the large patches of flowering dudleya ensuring good seed set.

Theusands of seedfings have been observed around the mature plants and these plants would add to the

total population at the translocation site. A total of approximately 13,368 dudleya were growing at the
translacalion site during 2007.
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